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9l8T  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  KEPKESENTATIVES  j  Document 
Ist  Session  j   (  No.  91-50 


PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  AND 
OTHER  PROVISIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS  1968, 
1969,  AND  1970  _  _ 


COMMUNICATION 


FROM 

»  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  OTHER  PRO- 
'‘HSIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1970 


January  17,  1969. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered 

to  be  printed 


LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  January  17,  1969. 

The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

)  Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Congress  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  and  other  provisions 
for  the  fiscal  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970  in  the  amounts  of 
$4,471,421,149  in  budget  authority,  and  $403,423,000  in  proposals 
not  increasing  budget  authority.  These  requests,  for  all  three  branches 
of  the  Federal  Government,  were  all  taken  into  consideration  in  the 
budget  I  ■  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  Janupy  15,  1969. 

The  details  of  these  proposals,  the  necessity  therefor,  and  the 
g  reasons  for  their  submission  at  this  time  are  set  forth  in  the  enclosed 
letter  from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  with  whose 
comments  and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 


98-081  0—89- 
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LETTER  OF  SUBMITTAL 


Executive  Office  of  the  Presidenm, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  January  16,  1969. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  for  your  consideration  proposed 
supplemental  appropriations  and  provisions  for  the  fiscal  years  1968 
and  1969,  and  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  budget  for  the  fiscal 
year  1970,  in  the  following  amounts: 


Budget 

authority 

Reiease  of 
reserves  under 
Public  Law 
90-364 

Other  pro- 
posais  not  in¬ 
creasing  budget 
authority 

Legislative  branch,  1969..... _ 

. . .  11,554,315  . 

The  judiciary,  196d . - . — . 

Executive  branch: 

1968  . . . - . . . 

1969  . . . 

. . 4,286,250  . 

..L....... .  7,168,000  . 

. .  4,448,312,584 

152,072,000 

10, 000 

201,061,000 

1970 . 

. . .  100,000  . 

Total: 

1%8 . 

1969. . . . . . 

1970 . 

District  of  Coiumbia  funds,  1969 _ _ _ 

.  7,168,000  . 

. .  4,464,153,149 

. .  100,000  . 

152,072, 000 

201,071,000 

50,280,000 

An  of  these  requests  were  taken  into  account  in  the  totals  of  the 
1970  budget  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  15,  1969. 
Accordingly,  they  will  not  cause  the  limitations  established  by  Public 
Law  90-364  to  be  exceeded. 

The  requests  are  grouped  in  four  titles: 

Title  I.  Military  Operations  in  Southeast  Asia 

Budget  authority  in  the  amount  of  $1,631,500,000  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  is  required  to  support  our  military  operations  in 
Southeast  Asia.  The  requests  include  funds  for  the  pay  of  military 
personnel,  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  equipment,  and  for 
procurement  of  items  to  replace  combat  losses.  However,  this  request 
does  not  provide  for  increases  to  our  current  force  levels  or  for  expan¬ 
sion  of  our  present  efforts. 

Supplemental  requests  for  pay  increase  costs  for  the  appropriation 
accounts  included  in  title  I  are  contained  in  titles  II  and  III,  discussed 
below. 
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Title  II.  Other  Proposed  Supplemental  Appropriations  for 
Various  Federal  Programs  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
FOR  THE  Fiscal  Years  1968  and  1969 

Title  II  includes  supplemental  appropriation  requests  which  are 
not  due  solely  to  increased  pay  costs.  The  latter  are  covered  in  title 
III.  In  some  cases,  additional  funds  or  other  provisions  are  needed  for 
pay  and  for  other  purposes.  In  such  cases,  a  combined  request  is 
shown  under  title  II. 

The  following  table  summarizes  amounts  contained  under  title  II : 


Release  of  Other  pro¬ 
reserves  under  po^ls  not  in- 
Budeet  Public  Law  creasing  budget 
authority  90-364  authority 


The  Judiciary,  1%9 _ _ _ 

Executive  branch: 

1%8 . . - . - . 

1969: 

Pay  increases _ _ _ _ — 

Other  mandatory  payments _ 

Natural  disasters _ _ _ 

Uncontrollable  workload  and  program  Increases.. 

Other  proposals  resulting  from  new  legislation _ 

Other  essential  purposes. 

Total: 

1%8_ . . 

1969 _ 

District  of  Columbia  funds,  1969. 


3, 892, 350  .  10, 000 

7,168,000  . . . . 

124,403,000  18,326,000  1,628,000 

1,115,511,000  _ 39,000,000 

31,984,000  1,676,000  . 

34,259,000  . 210,000 

17,239,000  87,000  104,500,000 

33, 198, 000  9, 350, 000  19, 050, 000 


7,168,000  _ _ 

1,360,486,350  29,439,000  164,398,000 

_ _ _  43, 842, 000 


The  1968  request  would  provide  $7,168,000  for  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  to  meet  contractual  requirements 
for  annual  contributions  for  low-rent  public  housing. 

Mandatory  payments  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  include,  in  addition 
to  funds  needed  to  meet  the  cost  of  civilian  and  military  pay  increases; 

$651,546,000  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  for  grants  to  States  for  maintenance  payments  and 
medical  assistance.  Latest  estimates  available  from  States  indi¬ 
cate  that  funds  already  provided  will  not  be  enough  to  meet  the 
required  Federal  share. 

$193,200,000  for  the  Veterans’  Administration,  mainly  to  pay 
for  expanded  and  liberalized  veterans  benefits  recently  enacted 
by  the  Congress. 

$182,700,000  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  primarily  for 
increased  mandatory  payments  to  retired  personnel. 

$47,100,000  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  mainly  for  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen. 

$39,000,000  to  allow  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  liquidate 
obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  land  acquisition  for  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

Funds  requested  in  connection  with  natural  disasters  would  permit 
the  Departments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  to  meet  the  costs 
of  forest  and  range  fires,  including  emergency  rehabilitation  of  burned- 
over  lands. 
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Requests  for  uncontrollable  workload  and  program  increases  include: 

$19,394,000  for  the  Veterans’  Administration,  for  unanticipated 
medical  care  workload  increases,  increased  travel,  postal,  and  per 
diem  rates,  and  for  administering  five  recent  laws  affecting 
veterans  programs. 

$7,000,000  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  to  cover  costs  of 
the  earlier-than-anticipated  release  of  Air  National  Guard  units 
from  active  duty. 

Proposals  resulting  from  new  legislation  include: 

$11,161,000  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  for  a  lump-sum  payment  in  lieu  of  a  land  grant  to  the 
Federal  City  College,  and  for  interest  subsidy  grants  authorized 
by  the  Higher  Education  Amendments  of  1968. 

A  $100,000,000  increase  in  the  limitation  on  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development’s  total  annual  payments 
under  contracts  for  assisting  lower  income  families  to  acquire 
homes  and  suitable  rental  dwellings. 

This  title  also  includes  requests  for  other  essential  purposes,  in¬ 
cluding  : 

$29,736,000  from  Federal  funds  for  the  remainder  of  the 
authorized  Federal  payment  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for 
loans  to  the  District  to  pay  its  share  of  1969  construction  costs 
of  the  rail  rapid  transit  system. 

$9,350,000  in  released  reserves,  to  allow  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  through  grants  to  State  and 
local  health  departments,  to  help  eradicate  German  measles. 

An  $18,500,000  reprograming  of  funds  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

Title  II  also  includes  requests  in  the  amount  of  $43,842,000  from 
District  of  Columbia  funds,  primarily  for  construction  costs  of  the 
rail  rapid  transit  system,  and  for  increased  pay  of  teachers,  police¬ 
men,  and  firemen. 

Title  III.  Increased  Pay  Costs 

Title  III  contains  requests  for  the  remaining  funds  needed  to 
accomplish  the  second  phase,  effective  July  1,  1968,  of  the  three- 
phase  plan  designed  to  increase  Federal  salary  rates  to  full  com¬ 
parability  with  those  paid  in  private  industry. 

These  and  related  increases  were  ordered  pursuant  to  law,  as 
follows : 

Section  205(a)  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (Public  Law 
90-206,  approved  December  16,  1967)  increased  postal  field 
service  salary  rates. 

Executive  Order  11413  of  June  11,  1968,  implemented  section 
212  of  Public  Law  90-206,  which  directed  the  President  to 
adjust  the  salary  rates  of  other  civilian  statutory  salary  systems 
by  amounts  equal  to  one-half  the  lag  behind  rates  paid  for 
similar  work  in  private  industry. 
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Executive  Order  11414  of  June  11,  1968,  implemented  section 
,  8  of  Public  Law  90-207,  which  provided  that  whenever  the 

rates  of  the  General  Schedule  are  adjusted  upward,  there  must 
be  a  comparable  upward  adjustment  in  the  basic  pay  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  uniformed  services. 

Actions  by  agency  heads  pursuant  to  law  increased  the  pay  of 
wage-board  employees  in  line  with  prevailing  rates  (5  U.S.C. 
5341(a)),  and  accomplished  other  salary  adjustments  through 
administrative  action. 

Public  Law  90-319  of  May  27,  1968,  increased  salaries  of 
District  of  Columbia  teachers  and  school  officers. 

Public  Law  90-320  of  May  27,  1968,  increased  salaries  of 
‘  District  of  Columbia  policemen  and  firemen. 

The  total  estimated  cost  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  of  the  pay  increases 
authorized  as  described  above  is  $2,069,861,261.  This  amount  includes 
$159,349,790  for  related  costs,  such  as  the  Government  retirement 
contribution  and  employment  taxes. 

To  cover  the  total  cost  of  pay  and  related  expenses,  additional 
i  budget  authority  is  requested  in  the  amount  of  $1,598,830,615 — 
$126,708,400  in  title  II  and  $1,472,122,215  in  this  title.  The  difference, 
$471,030,646  or  nearly  25  percent,  will  be  met  from  previously  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  Agencies  other  than  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Post  Office  Department  will  absorb  more  than  half  of  these  costs.  The 
Post  Office  will  absorb  30  percent,  and  Defense  11  percent. 

The  absorption  of  $471,030,646  in  pay  costs  is  proposed  to  be 
accomplished  in  three  ways: 

$291,760,646  through  administrative  action. 

$140,959,000  through  action  by  the  Congress  to  release  funds 
reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364. 

$38,311,000  through  other  actions  by  the  Congress. 

A  total  of  $28,477,000  in  District  of  Columbia  funds  is  also  requested 
for  pay  increases  for  employees  of  the  District. 

Proposed  general  provisions  relating  to  pay  increases  becoming 
effective  on  and  after  July  1,  1969,  would  serve  two  purposes: 

They  would  permit  funds  to  be  apportioned  on  a  deficiency 
basis  to  the  extent  necessary  to  permit  payment  of  such  pay 
increases;  and 

.  They  would  permit  funds  to  be  made  available  for  these  pay 

f  increases  should  any  Department  or  agency  be  operating  after 
July  1,  1969,  under  a  resolution  providing  continuing  appropria¬ 
tions,  pending  enactment  of  their  regular  appropriation  bills. 

Provisions  similar  to  these  were  included  in  the  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1968. 

Title  IV.  Compensation  of  the  President 

H.R.  10,  91st  Congress,  provides  for  an  increase  in  the  annual 
salary  of  the  President  of  the  United  States — from  $100,000  to 
$200,000.  Title  IV  of  this  request  would  provide  $44,584  for  the  fiscal 
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year  1969,  and  $100,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  to  carry  out  this 
legislation. 

Where  necessary,  the  appropriations  of  the  agencies  in  the  exeC' 
utive  branch  have  been  apportioned  on  a  deficiency  basis  pursuant 
to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665). 
The  actions  have  been  or  are  being  reported  to  the  Congress. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  all  the  proposals  for  appropriations  and 
other  provisions  contained  in  this  document,  and  am  satisfied  that 
these  requests  are  necessary  at  this  time.  I  recommend  that  these 
proposals  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Charles  J.  Zwick,  Director. 


SUMMARY  OF  ITEMS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  CONSOLIDATED 
SUBMISSION  OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS 


Title  I: 

Military  operations  in  South¬ 
east  Asia:  1969 _ 

Title  II: 

Other  proposed  appropriations 
for  various  programs: 

1968 _ 

1969: 

Pay  increases _ 

Other  proposals _ 

Title  III: 

Increased  pay  costs:  1969 _ 

Title  IV; 

Compensation  of  the  President : 

1969  _ 

1970  _ 


Proposed  budget 
authority 


$1,  631,  500,  000 


7,  168,  000 

126,  708,  400 
1,  233,  777,  950 

1,  472,  122,  215 


44,  584 

100,  000 


Proposed 
releases  of 
reserves  under 

Public  Law  Other  pro- 

90-364  visions 


$18,  326,  000  $23,  677,  000 
11,  113,  000  184,  563,  000 

122,  633,  000  43,  111,  000 


Total ; 

1968 _  7,  168,  000  _  _ 

1969: 

Pay  increases _  1,  598,  830,  615  140,  959,  000  66,  788,  000 

Other  proposals _  2,865,322,534  11,113,000  184,563,000 

Total,  1969 _  4,  464,  153,  149  152,  072,  000  251,  351,  000 

1970 _  100,  000  _  _ 
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DETAIL  OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  ENDING  JUNE  30,  1969 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  following  sums  are 
appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  supply  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

TITLE  I 


MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE,  MILITARY 

MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

Military  Personnel,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Army”, 
$160,000,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Navy”, 
$25,300,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Marine 
Corps”,  $6,500,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Air  Force”, 
$150,400,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Army”,  $152,400,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Marine  Corps”,  $24,300,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Air  Force”,  $282,200,000. 

PROCUREMENT 

Procurement  of  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Procurement  of  equipment  and 
missiles.  Army”,  $727,800,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

(9) 
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Aircraft  Procurement,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Aircraft  procurement,  Air  Force”, 
$102,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

These  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  are  necessary  to  sup¬ 
port  our  military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia.  They  include  funds  to 
pay  a  larger  number  of  military  personnel  than  was  contemplated 
in  the  budget  transmitted  a  year  ago;  and  to  procure  items  to  replace 
combat  losses.  These  requests  do  not  contemplate  an  increase  in  force 
levels  currently  planned  for  Southeast  Asia  in  1969. 

Proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for  increased  pay  costs  for 
the  above  appropriations,  where  applicable,  are  contained  in  Titles  II 
and  III  of  this  submission. 


ITEMS  INCLUDED  IN  TITLE  II  OF  THE  CONSOLIDATED 
SUBMISSION  OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  RELEASES  OF  RESERVES  UNDER  PUBLIC 
LAW  90-364,  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS 


Proposed  budget 
authority 

Proposed 
releases  of 
reserves  under 
Public  Law 
90-364 

Other 

provisions 

The 

Customs  Court:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses.  ... 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  courts, 
and  other  judicial  services; 

Salaries  of  judges _ _  _ 

Salaries  of  supporting  personnel  . 
Travel  and  miscellaneous 

expenses _  _ _ 

Judiciary 

$124,  850 

245,  000 

2,  865,  000 

525,  000 

Administrative  Office  of  the 

United  States  Courts  _ 

132,  500 

$10,  000 

Total _ _ _  _ 

3,  892,  350 

10,  000 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  $135,  000  - 


Department  of  Agriculture 


Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  market¬ 
ing,  and  regulatory  programs _  $3,897,000  $400,000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service:  Sugar 

Act  program _  7,500,000  _ 

Forest  Service:  Forest  protection 

and  utilization _  26,  256,  000  1,  676,  000  .  . 


Total 


37,  653,  000  2,  076,  000 


Department  of  Commerce 


Maritime  Administration : 
State  marine  schools _ 


(11) 


$210,  000 
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Proposed 

Proposed  budget  releases  of  Other 

authority  reserves  under  provisions 

Public  Law 
90-364 


Department  of  Defense — Military 


Military  personnel: 

Reserve  personnel,  Navy _ 

Reserve  personnel,  Marine  Corps. 

Retired  pay.  Defense _ 

Operation  and  maintenance: 
Operation  and  maintenance, 

Navy _ 

Operation  and  maintenance. 

Marine  Corps _ 

Operation  and  maintenance. 

Army  National  Guard _ 

Operation  and  maintenance,  Air 
National  Guard _ 

Total _ 


$8,500,000  _ 

9,900,000  _ 

175,000,000  _ 

26,100,000  -  $17,000,000 

4,600,000  _  1,500,000 

13,000,000  _  _ 

15,682,000  _  _ 

252,782,000  _  18,500,000 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 


Office  of  Education:  Higher  edu¬ 
cational  activities _ 

Public  Health  Service:  Office  of  the 
Surgeon  General:  Comprehen¬ 
sive  health  planning  and  serv¬ 
ices _ 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service: 
Grants  to  States  for  maintenance 

payments _ 

Grants  to  States  for  medical 

assistance _ 

Assistance  for  repatriated  U.S. 

nationals _ 

Assistance  for  refugees  in  the 
United  States _ 

Total _ 


$11,161,000  $160,000  _ 

-  9,  478,  000  $250,  000 

373,524,000  _ _ 

278,022,000  _ 

100,000  _ 

2,853,000  38,000  _ 

665,  660,  000  9,  676,  000  250,  000 


Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 


Renewal  and  housing  assistance: 
Low  rent  public  housing  annual 
contributions: 

1968  _ 

1969  _ 

College  housing _ 

Metropolitan  development:  Salaries 

and  expenses _ 

Mortgage  credit:  Home-ownership 

and  rental  housing  assistance _ 

Departmental  management : 
Payment  of  participation  sales 

insufficiencies _ 

Fair  housing  program _ 


$7,  168,  000 
16,  000,  000 


530,  000 


4,  836,  000 

2,  000,  000 


$4,  500,  000 


100,  000,  000 


Total : 

1968 

1969 


7,  168,  000 
23,  366,  000 


104,  500,  000 
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Proposed 

Proposed  budget  releases  of  Other 

authority  reserves  under  provisions 

Public  Law 
9&-364 


Department  op  the  Interior 


Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

Management  of  lands  and  re¬ 
sources _ 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs:  Resources 

management _ 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation: 

Land  and  water  conservation _  _  _  39,  000,  000 

Bureau  of  Mines:  Helium  fund _ 

OflSce  of  Oil  and  Gas:  Salaries  and 

expenses _ 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries: 

Payment  to  fishermen’s  protec¬ 
tive  fund. 


$10,  860,  000  _  $1,  628,  000 

2,  619,  000  $426,  000  _ 

io,'5oo,'o6o 

123,  000 


Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife:  Management  and  in¬ 
vestigations  of  resources _ 

National  Park  Service: 
Management  and  protection 
Construction _ 


60,  000 

1,  492,  000 

2,  499,  000 
100,  000 


175,  000 


Bureau  of  Employment  Security: 
Uimmployment  compensation  for 
Feaeral  employees  and  ex-serv¬ 
icemen., _ : _ _ _ _ . 

Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensa¬ 
tion:  Employees’  compensation 
claims  and  expenses _ 

Total _ 


36,  000,  000 

11,100,000 

49,243,000 


400,000 


Total _ _  . 

27,  753,  000 

601,  000 

Department  of  Justice 

Legal  activities  and  general  ad¬ 
ministration: 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general 

administration _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general 

$102,  000 

$233,  000 

legal  activities  _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Antitrust 

1,  321,  000 

200,  000 

Division _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  U.S. 

71,  000 

352,  000 

attorneys  and  marshals _ 

Federal  Prison  System: 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of 

1,  497,  000 

150,  000 

Prisons _  _ _ 

2,  319,  000 

250,  000 

Support  of  U.S.  prisoners.... _ 

2,000,000 

Total _  _ 

7,  310,  000 

1,  185,  000 

Department  of  Labor 

Manpower  Administration;  Office 
of  Manpower  Administrator, 

salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

$2,  143,  000 

$400,  000 

40,  628,  000 
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Proposed 

Proposed  budget  releases  of  Other 

authority  reserves  under  provisions 

Public  Law 
90-364 


Depaetmknt  of  Transportation 

Coast  Guard:  Retired  pay _  $2,300,000  - 

Treasury  Department 

Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt:  Admin¬ 
istering  the  public  debt _  $1,978,000  $334,000 

Veterans  Administration 

Compensation  and  pensions _  $179,000,000  - 

Readjustment  benefits _  14,200,000  - 

Medical  care _  46,189,000  $15,167,000 

General  operating  expenses _  12,500,000  _ 


Total . .  251,889,000  15,167,000 


District  of  Columbia 

Federal  funds: 

Federal  payment  to  the  District 

of  Columbia _  $11, 000 , 000 

Loans  to  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  for  capital  outlay _  18,736,000 

District  of  Columbia  funds: 

Operating  expenses: 

General  operating  expenses _  _ 

Public  safety _  _ 

Education _  _ 

Settlement  of  claims  and  suits.  _ 

Capital  outlay _  _ 


$1,  070,  000 
10,  079,  000 
13,  931,  000 
26,  000 
18,736,000 


Total 


29,736,000  _ 

_  43,842,000 

Federal  Trade  Commission 

Salaries  and  expenses _ $650,000  _  _ 

National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 

Salaries  and  expenses _  $3,000,000  _  _ 

National  Science  Foundation 

Salaries  and  expenses _  _  _  $300,000 

Selective  Service  System 

Salaries  and  expenses _  $3,139,000  _  _ 

Total: 

1968  . . .  $7,  168,  000  _  _ 

1969  . .  1,  360,  486,  350  $29,  439,  000  $208,  240,  000 


TITLE  II 


OTHER  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS  FOR  VARIOUS  PROGRAMS  FOR  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  ENDING  JUNE  30,  1969 

THE  JUDICIARY 

CUSTOMS  COURT 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $124,850, 

COURTS  OF  APPEALS,  DISTRICT  COURTS,  AND  OTHER 
JUDICIAL  SERVICES 

Salaries  of  Judges 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”,  $245,000. 

Salaries  of  Supporting  Personnel 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting  personnel”, 
$2,865,000. 

Travel  and  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses”,  $525,000. 

Administrative  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administrative  Office  of  the 
United  States  Courts”,  $132,500,  and,  in  addition,  $10,000  which  shall 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  ^‘Expenses  of  referees”, 
fiscal  year  1969. 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  Judiciary  are  submitted  without  change. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

COUNCIL  OF  ECONOMIC  ADVISERS 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $135,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to 
irepare  and  publish  special  studies  of  private  and  public  activities 
jearing  on  price  stability,  and  to  hold  conferences  and  work  with 
jusiness,  labor,  and  public  officials  to  promote  overall  price  stability. 

(15) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 
Consumer  Protective,  Marketing,  and  Regulatory  Programs 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Consumer  protective,  marketing, 
and  regulatory  programs”,  $3,897,000:  {and  release  of  $400,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $1,000,000 
for  a  program  of  tochnical  assistance  to  States  to  improve  the  quality 
of  their  poultry  inspection  programs  under  the  Wholesome  Poultry 
Products  Act  (Public  Law  90-492);  approved  August  18,  1968.  It 
would  also  provide  $2,897,000  of  budget,  authority  and  $400,000  of 
released  reserves  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public 
Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  in¬ 
dicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action  was 
reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  September  28,  1968. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Sugar  Act  Program 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act  program”,  $7,500,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to 
make  mandatory  payments  due  on  the  1968  sugar  crop. 

FOREST  SERVICE 
Forest  Protection  and  Utilization 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and  utilization”, 
as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $24,568,000;  “Forest 
research”,  $1,564,000;  and  “State  and  private  forestry  cooperation”, 
$124,000:  {and  release  of  $1,676,000  reserved  under  “Forest  protection 
and  utilization”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  proposed  supplerhcntal  ajjprbprialion  Would  provide  $19,324,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $1,676,000  of  released  reserves  for 
expenses  of  fighting  forest;  fires.  The  request  would  also  provide 
$6,932, OOO  for  increased  0 ay  and  related  eCsts  under  Pubhc  Law 
90-206.  •  . 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicajted  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  repotted  to  the'  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  October  31,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 
State  Marine  Schools 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”,  for  liquida¬ 
tion  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allowances  for  uniforms, 
textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at  State  marine  schools,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  appropriation  for  “Ship  construction”. 
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This  proposed  provision  is  required  to  meet  obligations  incurred 
for  the  payment  of  allowances  to  cadets  in  State  marine  schools  and  is 
occasioned  by  higher  than  anticipated  enrollment  in  fiscal  years  1967, 
1968,  and  1969. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 

MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Reserve  Personnel,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel,  Navy”, 
$8,500,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $5,000,000 
for  per  diem  payments  to  reservists  under  Public  Law  90-168  of 
December  1,  1967.  Experience  has  shown  that  actual  costs  exceed 
the  January  1968  estimates.  The  request  would  also  provide  $3,500,000 
for  increased  military  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-207. 

Reserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel.  Marine  Corps”, 
$9,900,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $300,000 
for  per  diem  payments  to  reservists,  and  $8,000,000  to  maintain  the 
average  strength  required  by  Public  Law  90-500  of  September  20, 
1968.  In  addition,  the  request  would  provide  $1,600,000  for  increased 
military  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-207. 

Retired  Pay,  Defense 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay.  Defense”,  $175,- 

000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $162,- 
000,000  for  increased  mandatory  payments,  tied  to  increases  in  the 
consumer  price  index,  to  retired  personnel.  The  request  would  also 
provide  $13,000,000  for  increased  retired  pay  costs  under  Public  Law 
90-207. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance, 
Navy”,  $26,100,000:  Provided,  That  the  amount  made  available 
under  this  appropriation  for  maintenance  of  real  property  only  is 
hereby  reduced  from  “$155,600,000”  to  “$138,600,000”. 

This  proposal  would  allow  $17,000,000  now  earmarked  for  mainte¬ 
nance  of  real  property  to  be  utilized  for  the  general  purposes  of  the 
appropriation.  Also,  $26,100,000  is  requested  for  increased  pay  and 
related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 

Marine  Corps”,  $4,600,000;  Provided,  That  the  amount  made  available 
under  this  appropriation  for  maintenance  of  real  property  only  is 
hereby  reduced  from  “$22,661,000”  to  “$21,161,000”. 
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This  proposal  would  allow  $1,500,000  now  earmarked  for  mainte¬ 
nance  of  real  property  to  be  utilized  for  the  general  purposes  of  the 
appropriation.  In  addition,  the  request  includes  $2,650,000  for  in¬ 
creased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $1,950,000  for 
wage-board  pay  increases. 

Opekation  and  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 

Army  National  Guard”,  $13,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $5,400,000 
for  personnel  benefits  for  National  Guard  technicians  converted  to 
Federal  employee  status  in  January  1969  under  Public  Law  90-486  of 
August  13,  1968.  The  request  would  also  provide  $4,650,000  for 
increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and 
$2,950,000  for  wa^e-board  pay  increases. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  16,  1968. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air 
National  Guard”,  $15,682,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $2,000,000 
for  personnel  benefits  to  National  Guard  technicians  converted  to 
Federal  employee  status  as  of  January  1969  under  Public  Law  90-486 
of  August  13,  1968,  and  $7,000,000  for  the  costs  of  the  earlier-than- 
anticipated  release  of  Air  National  Guard  units  from  active  duty. 
The  request  would  also  provide  $2,682,000  for  increased  pay  and  re¬ 
lated  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $4,000,000  for  wage-board 
pay  increases. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  16,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 
Higher  Educational  Activities 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational  activities”, 
including  payments  authorized  by  section  108(b)  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-354, 
approved  June  20,  1968),  and  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by 
section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  (Public 
Law  90-676,  approved  October  16,  1968),  $11,161,000,  of  which 
$3,920,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  said  annual  interest 
grants:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  anwunts  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364 
under  Community  mental  health  resource  supporV* .  Public  Health 
Service. 


I 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $7,241,000 
i.  as  a  lump-sum  payment  in  lieu  of  a  land-gi*ant  for  the  Federal  City 
,  College  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
!  90-354  of  June  20,  1968.  The  money  would  be  investea  in  bonds  and 
!  the  interest  used  for  support  of  the  College’s  operations  in  accordance 
I  with  provisions  of  the  First  Morrill  Act  of  1862. 

The  request  also  includes  $3,920,000  for  interest  subsidy  grants  as 
j  authorized  by  the  Higher  Education  Amendments  of  1968  (Public 
I  Law  90-575),  approved  October  16,  1968.  This  amount  represents  the 
I  first  annual  interest  payment  on  loans  from  non-Federal  sources  esti- 
I  mated  at  $145,000,000.  These  loans  replace  an  equivalent  amount  of 
I  direct  Federal  loans. 

■  In  addition,  a  transfer  of  $160,000  of  released  reserves  is  requested 
for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of 
^  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 
Office  of  the  Surgeon  General 

COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Comprehensive  health  planning 
and  services”,  $9,186,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  ^‘Community  mental  health  resource  support”  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364'-  {and  release  of  $292,000 
reserved  under  Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services”  pursuant 
to  said  section  201):  Provided,  that  the  amount  made  available  under 
‘‘Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services”  in  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1969,  for  grants 
under  section  S14{a)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  is  reduced  from 
‘‘$7,375,000”  to  ‘‘$7,126,000”. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  a  transfer 
of  $9,186,000  from  reserves  released  in  other  accounts  and  $164,000 
from  reserves  released  in  this  account  for  measures  to  combat  a  major 
epidemic  of  German  measles  expected  in  1970.  The  funds  (together 
with  an  additional  $250,000  proposed  to  be  made  available  through 
Congressional  action  to  reduce  funds  earmarked  for  planning  grants) 
I  are  proposed  for  project  grants  to  State  and  local  health  departments 
to  aid  them  in  initiating  a  program  of  intensive  immunization  of  school 
and  preschool  children. 

The  amount  proposed  for  release  from  reserves  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  also  includes  $128,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs 
under  Public  Laws  90-206  and  90-207. 


SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICE 
Grants  to  States  for  Maintenance  Payments 


For  an  additional  amount  for 
payments”,  $373,524,000. 


‘Grants  to  States  for  maintenance 


This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  additional 
funds  for  grants  to  States  for  maintenance  payments  to  dependent 
persons.  The  latest  estimates  available  from  States  indicate  that  the 
amount  already  appropriated  will  fall  short  of  meeting  the  statutory 
Federal  share. 
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Gbants  to  States  for  Medical  Assistance 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Grants  to  States  for  medical 
assistance”,  $278,022,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  grants  to  States  for  medical  assistance  payments. 
The  latest  estimates  available  from  States  indicate  that  the  amount 
already  appropriated  for  this  purpose  will  fall  short  of  meeting  the 
statutory  Federal  share. 

Assistance  for  Repatriated  United  States  Nationals 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  for  repatriated  United 
States  nationals”,  $100,000. 

This  proposal  would  provide  $100,000  for  unanticipated  costs  of 
temporary  assistance  for  destitute  American  citizens  whose  repatria¬ 
tion  from  Cuba  has  just  recently  been  agreed  to  by  the  Cuban  govern¬ 
ment. 

Assistance  to  Refugees  in  the  United  States 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  refugees  in  the 
United  States”,  $2,853,000,  and,  in  addition,  $38,000  which  ahall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  amounts  reserved  under  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364- 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  (1) 
$1,254,000  for  unanticipated  increases  in  welfare  costs  of  refugees 
resettled  outside  the  Miami,  Florida  area,  (2)  $755,000  for  increased 
per-pupU  rates  for  Cuban  children  in  the  Dade  County,  Florida  school 
system,  and  (3)  $844,000  for  costs  of  transporting  refugees  from  Cuba 
to  the  United  States  which  were  previously  financed  from  an  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  Department  of  State.  An  additional  transfer  of  $38,000 
from  released  reserves  is  requested  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs 
under  Public  Law  90-206. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

RENEWAL  AND  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 
College  Housing 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational  institutions 
entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended  (82  Stat.  604),  w  increased  by  $4,600,000. 

This  proposal  will  permit  expansion  of  the  program  of  annual  debt 
service  grants  to  colleges  to  cover  an  estimated  $300,000,000  of 
privately  financed  loans.  Debt  service  grants  reduce  the  cost  of 
borrowing  in  the  private  market  for  constructing  housing  and  related 
facilities  for  college  students,  faculty,  student  nurses,  and  interns  to 
the  rate  which  would  have  been  apphcable  if  direct  Federal  loans 
were  provided  instead. 

The  program  of  debt  service  grants  was  authorized  by  the  Housing 
and  Urlban  Development  Act  of  1968  and  was  provided  with  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  $3,000,000  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969. 
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Low  Rent  Public  Housing  Annual  Contributions 

For  additional  amounts  for  “Low  rent  public  housing  annual 
contributions”,  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968,  and  $16,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1969. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $7,168,000 
for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $16,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1969  to  meet 
contractual  requirements  for  annual  contributions  for  low  rent  public 
housing.  Funds  appropriated  in  these  2  years  were  not  sufficient  to 
meet  the  Government’s  commitments  under  contracts  with  local 
housing  authorities. 

METROPOLITAN  DEVELOPMENT 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $530,000. 

This  proposal  would  provide  $250,000  for  administrative  , costs  of 
carrying  out  the  new  program  of  guarantees  for  financing  new  com- 
V  munity  land  development  contained  in  the  “New  Communities  Act 
'  of  1968”,  Title  IV  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  (Public 
Law  90-448),  approved  August  1,  1968.  It  would  also  provide  $280,000 
for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 'indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased  pay 
costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Directorjof  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

MORTGAGE  CREDIT 

Homeownership  and  Rental  Housing  Assistance 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section  236  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended  {82  Stat.  477),  is  increased  by  $60,000,000  and 
the  limitation  on  total  payments  under  those  entered  into  under  section 
236  of  such  Act  {82  Stat.  498)  is  increased  by  $60,000,000 

The  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  (Public  Law  90-448), 
approved  August  1,  1968,  established  the  Homeownership  and  Rental 
Housing  Assistance  programs  to  assist  lower  income  families  to 
)  acquire  homes,  and  to  provide  assistance  to  lower  income  families 
desiring  rental  dwellings.  The  Congress  has  approved  a  limit  of 
$25,000,000  on  the  total  annual  payments  that  may  be  required  by 
contracts  in  each  program,  leaving  a  balance  of  $50,000,000  in  statu¬ 
tory  authority  available  for  appropriation  action  in  each  program. 
An  increase  in  the  limits  by  $50,000,000  for  each  program  is  needed 
to  accomplish  the  goals  established  by  the  Congress  in  the  Act. 

DEPARTMENTAL  MANAGEMENT 
P.iYMENT  OF  Participation  Sales  Insufficiencies 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Payment  of  participation  sales 
insufficiencies”,  $4,836,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  is  for  payments  required 
by  the  Government  National  Mortgage  Association,  as  trustee,  to 
meet  insufficiencies  of  interest  on  participation  certificates  sold  for  the 
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account  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
under  the  authority  of  the  Independent  Offices  and  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Appropriations  Act,  1968.  Amounts 
already  appropriated,  and  other  sums  available  to  meet  insufficiencies, 
will  not  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  difference  between  the  interest  on 
the  certificates  and  interest  collections  on  the  underlying  loans. 

Fair  Housing  Program 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fair  housing  program”,  $2,000,000. 

d'his  proposed  appropriation  would  provide  additional  funds  to 
carry  out  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  by  Title  VIII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  (Public 
Law  90-284),  approved  April  11,  1968.  These  responsibilities  in¬ 
clude:  (1)  carrying  out  educational  activities  aimed  at  achieving 
voluntaiy  compliance;  (2)  the  investigation  and  conciliation  of  com¬ 
plaints;  (3)  making  studies  and  issuing  rejjorts  concerning  the  nature 
and  extent  of  discriminatory  housing  practices;  and  (4)  assisting  and 
cooperating  with  Federal,  State,  local  and  private  agencies  and  or¬ 
ganizations  which  carry  on  programs  to  prevent  or  eliminate  dis¬ 
criminatory  housing  practices. 

The  additional  amount  is  needed  to  enable  the  Dejiartment  to  carry 
out  effectively  the  requirements  of  Title  VIII,  which  expanded 
significantly  after  December  31,  1968,  to  include  coverage  of  a  sub¬ 
stantially  increased  number  of  dwelling  units. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Management  of  Lands  and  Resources 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  of  lands  and  re¬ 
sources”,  $10,860,009,  and,  in  addition,  $1,628,000  which  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  for  “Water  supply  and 
water  pollution  control”,  fiscal  year  1969. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $10,860,- 
000  for  the  cost  of  emergency  fire  suppression  and  rehabilitation  of 
burned-over  lands  during  the  1968  fire  season,  and  for  similar  antic¬ 
ipated  expenses  in  the  remainder  of  the  current  fiscal  year.  The 
request  would  also  provide  a  transfer  of  $1,628,000  for  increased  pay 
and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  [nirsuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  L  .S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  aiipropriation.  These  actions 
were  rejiorted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  August  30,  1968  and  October  26,  1968. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
Resources  Management 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”, 
$2,619,000:  land  release  of  $4^6,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ■ 

This  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $1,000,000  for  the 
suppression  and  emergency  prevention  of  fires  affecting  forest  range 
lands  of  Indian  reservations,  as  well  as  the  emergency  rehabilitation 
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of  bui’ned-over  areas  to  prevent  further  damage  from  weather  con¬ 
ditions.  In  addition,  $1,238,000  is  requested  for  increased  pay  costs 
under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $381,000  of  budget  authority  and 
$426,000  of  released  reserves  is  requested  for  wage  board  pay  increases. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director'  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  December  31,  1968. 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
L.\nd  and  W.\TER  Conservation 

For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund", 
as  authorized  by  section  4{b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  {16  U.S.C.  4601-7),  for  liquidation  of 
obligations  incurred  against  such  fund  pursuant  to  law,  $39,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conservation”,  to 
be  derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund”  and  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  section  3(b)(1)  of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law 
90-645),  $39,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $39,000,- 
000  to  liquidate  obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  legislative  taking 
of  right,  title,  and  interest  in  certain  real  property  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  California,  by  Public  Law  90-545 
of  October  2,  1968. 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 
Helium  Fund 

For  an  additional  amount  of  borrowing  authority  for  the  “Helium 
fund”,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $10,000,- 
000  to  finance  purchases  of  helium  already  contracted  for  by  the  Fund. 
The  additional  borrowing  authority  is  necessary  to  offset  a  decline 
in  revenues  from  helium  sales  and  services. 

OFFICE  OF  OIL  AND  GAS 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $123,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $75,000 
for  facility  surveillance  and  inspection  programs  to  assure  compliance 
with  oil  import  regulations,  and  $48,000  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 


BUREAU  OF  COMMERCIAL  FISHERIES 
Payment  to  Fishermen’s  Protective  Fund 

For  payment  to  “Fishermen’ s  Protective  Fund’’,  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  August  12,  1968  {82  Stat.  729),  $60,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $60,000 
to  implement,  within  the  180  days  specified  by  the  statute,  the 
Fishermen’s  Protective  Act  (Public  Law  90-482),  approved  August 
12,  1968.  This  law  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter 
into  agreements  to  indemnify  the  owners  and  crews  of  American  fishing 
vessels  seized  or  detained  by  a  foreign  country  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions. 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
Management  and  Investigations  of  Resources 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investigations  of 
resources”,  $1,492,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $250,000 
to  initiate  a  study  of  estuarine  resources  required  by  Public  Law 
90-454  of  August  3,  1968,  and  $1,242,000  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pmsuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased  pay 
costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
Management  and  Protection 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  protection”, 
$2,499,000:  {and  release  of  $175,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)- 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $800,000 
for  actual  and  anticipated  costs  of  emergency  fire  suppression  and 
rehabilitation  in  national  parks.  An  additional  $1,477,000  of 
budget  authority  and  $175,000  of  released  reserves  are  requested  for 
increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $222,000  is 
requested  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law 
90-320. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

Construction 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $100,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  funds  for 
the  Washington  Channel  Parking  Study  required  by  Public  Law 
90-483  of  August  13,  1968. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
LEGAL  ACTIVITIES  AND  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  Expenses,  General  Administration 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general 
administration”,  $102,000,  and,  in  addition,  $231,000  which  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses” ,  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $2,000  which  shall  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Com¬ 
munity  Relations  Service” ,  pursuant  to  said  section  201. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $102,000 
for  continuation  of  a  data  processing  project  within  the  Customs  Sec¬ 
tion  of  the  Civil  Division.  The  operation  is  expected  to  double  annual 
case  disposition.  The  request  also  includes  $233,000  of  reserves  released 
and  transferred  from  other  accounts  for  increased  pay  costs  under 
Public  Law  90-206,  and  for  wage-board  pay  increases. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

Salaries  and  Expenses,  General  Legal  Activities 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general 
legal  activities”,  $1,321,000,  and,  in  addition,  $100,000  which  shall 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses” ,  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities”  pursuant  to  said 
section  201). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $275,000 
for  enforcement  of  the  fair  housing  and  criminal  penalties  provisions  of 
the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968,  and  $206,000  for  increases  in  attorney 
salaries,  effective  September  1,  1968,  resulting  from  the  promulgation 
of  revised  standards  of  attorney  positions  by  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission.  In  addition,  the  request  includes  $840,000  of  budget  authority, 
$100,000  ol  reserves  released  and  transferred  from  another  account, 
and  $100,000  of  reserves  released  from  this  account  for  increased  pay 
and  related  costs  under  Pubhc  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased  pay 
costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

Salaries  and  Expenses,  Antitrust  Division 

I  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Antitrust 
Division”,  $71,000,  and,  in  addition,  $262,000  which  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” , 

Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  “Salaries 
and  expenses.  Antitrust  Division”  pursuant  to  said  section  201). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $71,000 
for  increases  in  attorney  salaries,  effective  September  1,  1968,  resulting 
from  the  promulgation  of  revised  standards  of  attorney  positions  by 

H.  Doc.  91-60 - i 
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the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  request  also  includes  $262,000  of 
released  reserves  transferred  from  another  account  and  $90,000  of 
released  reserves  from  this  account  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

Salaries  and  Expenses,  United  States  Attorneys  and 

Marshals 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  United 
States  attorneys  and  marshals”,  $1,497,000:  {and  release  of  $150,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $52,000 
for  increases  in  attorney  salaries,  effective  September  1,  1968,  resulting 
from  the  promulgation  of  revised  standards  for  attorney  positions  by 
the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  request  also  includes  $1,445,000  of  ^ 
budget  authority  and  $150,000  of  released  reserves  for  increased  pay 
and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased  pay 
costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

FEDERAL  PRISON  SYSTEM 
Salaries  and  Expenses,  Bure.w  of  Prisons 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of 
Prisons”,  $2,319,000:  {and  release  of  $250,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $477,000 
for  the  expenses  of  keeping  a  larger  than  anticipated  number  of 
prisoners  confined  in  Federal  institutions.  The  request  also  includes 
$1,734,000  for  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  $35,000 
of  budget  authority  and  $250,000  of  released  reserves  for  wage 
board  pay  increases,  and  $73,000  for  increased  military  pay  costs  ( 
under  Public  Law  90-207. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  September  30,  1968. 

Support  of  United  States  Prisoners 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Support  of  United  States  Pris¬ 
oners”,  $2,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $2,000,- 
000  for  the  added  expenses  of  keeping  a  greater  than  anticipated 
number  of  Federal  prisoners  confined  in  non-Federal  institutions. 
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Jail  days  for  1969  are  now  estimated  at  1,400,000,  an  increase  of 
400,000  over  the  original  1969  estimate. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  September  30,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

MANPOWER  ADMINISTRATION 
Office  of  Manpower  Administrator,  Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Office  of  Manpower  Administrator, 
salaries  and  expenses”,  including  carrying  out  labor  mobility  demon¬ 
stration  program  and  trainee  placement  assistance  demonstration  proj¬ 
ects,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  October  S4,  1968  {Public  Law  90-636), 
$2,143,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  10,  1970;  {and  release  of 
$400,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $2,000,000 
for  a  program  of  grants  or  loans  to  defray  the  relocation  costs  of 
unemployed  persons  with  offers  of  employment  elsewhere,  and  $143,000 
in  budget  authority  and  $87,000  of  released  reserves  for  indemni¬ 
fication  of  losses  suffered  by  employers  through  certain  illegal  actions 
of  employees  who  have  completed  federally  sponsored  training  pro¬ 
grams.  The  request  would  also  provide  a  release  from  reserves  of 
$313,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  AND  EX-SERVICEMEN 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Unemployment  compensation 
for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen”,  $36,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to 
cover  increases  in  mandatory  payments  due  to  a  larger  than  expected 
number  of  claimants  and  an  increase  in  the  size  of  the  average  pay¬ 
ment.  Of  the  total  request,  $16,947,000  is  for  reimbursement  of  funds 
advanced  in  fiscal  year  1968  and  $19,053,000  is  to  cover  the  increased 
costs  now  expected  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action  was 
reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  December  5,  1968. 
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WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDARDS 
Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation 
employees’  compensation  claims  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Employees’  compensation  claims 
and  expenses’’,  $11,100,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $5,743,000 
for  reimbursement  of  advances  made  m  fiscal  year  1968,  and  $5,357,000 
to  meet  increased  benefit  payments  due  to  increases  in  medical  costs 
and  the  consumer  price  index. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action  was 
reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  December  5,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

COAST  GUARD  i 

Retired  Pay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay’’,  $2,300,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $2,300,000 
to  make  larger  mandatory  payments  to  retired  Coast  Guard  personnel. 
The  amount  of  retired  pay,  according  to  statute,  increases  as  the 
consumer  price  index  rises. 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

BUREAU  OF  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
Administering  the  Pubuc  Debt 

For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Administering  the  public  debt”, 
$1,978,000:  {and  release  of  $334,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $572,000 
for  increased  payments  to  banks  and  other  paying  agents  who  redeem 
savings-type  securities  on  behalf  of  the  Feder^  Government,  and  i 
$863,000  for  increased  reimbursable  operating  costs  of  Federal  ^ 
Reserve  banks  acting  as  fiscal  agents  for  the  Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt. 
It  also  includes  a  request  for  $543,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$334,000  in  release  of  reserves  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs 
under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 
Compensation  and  Pensions 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pensions”, 
$179,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  (1) 
$110,700,000  for  increased  rates  of  compensation  to  disabled  veterans 
under  Public  Law  90-493  of  August  19,  1968;  (2)  $59,264,000  for  an 
increase  in  the  income  limitation  and  for  increased  pension  rates  under 
Public  Law  90-275  of  March  28,  1968;  (3)  $6,236,000  for  peacetime 
and  Vietnam  veterans  becoming  eligible  for  benefits  in  numbers 
greater  than  originally  estimated  and  at  a  higher  average  cost;  and 
(4)  $2,800,000  to  implement  the  part-time  vocational  rehabilitation 
training  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-431  of  July  26,  1968. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
)  indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  19,  1968. 

Readjustment  Benefits 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Readjustment  benefits”,  $14,200,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $14,200,- 
000  to  meet  the  costs  of  expanded  and  liberalized  educational  benefits 
under  Public  Law  90-631  of  October  23,  1968. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action  was 
reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  November  19,  1968. 

Medical  Care 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $46,189,000:  {and 
release  of  $15,167,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ■ 

k  This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $14,- 
'  794,000  to  meet  increased  costs  due  to  unanticipated  workload 
increases,  and  the  increase  of  travel,  postal,  and  per  diem  rates  pur¬ 
suant  to  administrative  action  and  Public  Laws  90—429  and  90^32 
of  July  26,  1968.  It  would  also  provide  $31,395,000  of  budget  authority 
and  $8,167,000  from  released  reserves  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $7,000,000  from  released  reserves 
for  wage-board  pay  increases. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  19,  1968. 
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General  Operating  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”, 
$12,500,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $4,600,000 
for  the  costs  of  administering  five  recent  laws  affecting  Veterans 
Administration  programs  and  $7,900,000  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  19,  1968. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Federal  Funds 

FEDERAL  PAYMENT  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
$11,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  ajipropriation  represents  the  authorized 
but  unappropriated  portion  of  the  Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia  for  the  fiscal  year  1969.  The  current  Federal  payment 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-450  of  August  2,  1968,  is  $90,000,000, 
of  which  $79,000,000  was  appropriated  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
Appropriation  Act,  1969. 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  capital  outlay”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
$18,736,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  permit  the  District 
of  Columbia  to  pay  the  balance  of  its  matching  share  of  1969  construc¬ 
tion  costs  of  the  rail  rapid  transit  system. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”, 
$1,070,000,  of  which  $1,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $130,000 
for  subsidy  payments  to  transit  companies  for  the  transportation  of 
school  children,  and  $940,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs 
under  Public  Law  90-206. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety”,  $10,079,000,  of 
which  $528,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  woiUd  provide  $2,065,000 
for  increased  costs  of  the  police,  courts  and  other  public  safety  agencies 
caused  by  the  October  1968  disturbances;  police  overtime  during  the 


1968  Christmas  season;  and  Public  Law  90-579  of  October  17,  1968, 
which  increased  salaries  and  made  other  changes  in  the  local  court 
system.  The  request  also  includes  $1,266,000  for  increased  pay  and 
related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $6,748,000  for  increased 
pay  and  related  costs  for  police  and  firemen  under  Public  Law  90-320. 

EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education”,  $13,931,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $846,000 
to  meet  part  of  the  costs  of  financing  food  service  workers’  salaries 
from  general  revenues  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  now  required  by 
Public  Law  90-640  of  October  25,  1968,  rather  than  from  charges  for 
school  lunches.  In  addition,  the  request  would  provide  $285,000  for 
increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206,  and  $12,- 
800,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  for  teachers  under  Public 
Law  90-319. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS 

For  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  approved  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  11,  1929, 
as  amended  {4-5  Stat.  1160;  45  Stat.  BOO;  65  Stat.  131),  $26,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  the 
payment  of  claims  settled  by  the  Corporation  Counsel  and  approved 
by  the  Commissioner  or  the  former  Board  of  Commissioners. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”,  $18,736,000, 
of  lohich  $1,514,000  shall  not  be  available  for  expenditure  until  July  1, 

1969. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would,  when  added  to 
the  $3,150,000  already  appropriated,  permit  the  District  of  Columbia 
to  meet  its  share  of  capital  outlay  costs  for  the  rail  rapid  transit  system. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Columbia  shall, 
unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be  paid  out  of  the  general 
fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $650,000. 

This  proposal  would  provide  $150,000  to  carry  out  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  responsibilities  under  a  joint  Federal  Trade  Commission-Food 
and  Drug  Administration  program  to  evaluate  the  advertising  of 
certain  drugs,  and  $500,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under 
Public  Law  90-206. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased 
pay  costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 
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NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE  HUMANITIES 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  equal  to 
the  total  amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of  money,  and  other 
property  received  by  each  Endowment  under  the  provisions  of 
section  10(a)(2)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  a  total  of 
$3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  up  to 
$3,000,000  of  Federal  funds  to  match  private  gifts  made  to  the 
Foundation. 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  appropriation  granted  under  this  head  in  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1969,  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  one  air¬ 
craft  for  replacement  only. 

The  proposed  appropriation  language  would  permit  the  National 
Center  for  Atmo^heric  Research  to  replace  a  crashed  research  aircraft 
necessary  if  the  Center  is  to  meet  its  urgent  research  support  needs. 
The  request  would  allow  the  use  of  funds  already  available  for  other 
purposes. 

SELECTIVE  SERVICE  SYSTEM 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,139,000. 

This  proposal  would  provide  $1,000,000  for  processing  an  increased 
number  of  inductees  required  by  the  Department  of  Defense.  It  would 
also  provide  $2,139,000  for  increased  military  and  civilian  pay  and 
related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206  and  Public  Law  90-207. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which  indi¬ 
cated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  increased  pay 
costs.  This  action  was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  January  16,  1969. 


( 


TITLE  III 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 


For  additional  amounts  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969,  for  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law,  as 
follows: 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Senate: 

“Salaries,  officers  and  employees”,  $1,851,545; 

“Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate”,  $16,895; 
Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

“Senate  policy  committees”,  $24,210; 

“Automobiles  and  maintenance”,  $2,180; 

“Inquiries  and  investigations”,  $343,370;  [including  $11,980 
for  the  Committee  on  Appropriations; 

“Folding  documents”,  $2,565; 

“Miscellaneous  items”,  $186,515,  including  $118,000  for 
payment  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  in  accordance  with 
section  4  of  Public  Law  87-82,  approved  July  6,  1961; 
House  of  Representatives: 

“Office  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015; 

“Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $3,985; 

“Compilation  of  precedents  of  House  of  Representatives”,  $670; 
“Office  of  the  Chaplain”,  $1,250; 

“Office  of  the  Clerk”,  $110,000; 

“Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms”,  $192,000; 

“Office  of  the  Doorkeeper”,  $115,000; 

“Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $37,875; 

“Committee  employees”,  $500,000; 

Special  and  minority  employees: 

“Minority  employees”,  $11,410; 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $1,090; 

“House  Republican  conference”,  $1,090; 

“Majority  leader”,  $4,800; 

“Minority  leader”,  $4,005; 

“Majority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Minority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Printing  clerks”,  $980; 

“Technical  assistant  in  the  office  of  the  attending  phvsician”, 
$1,065; 

“Official  reporters  of  debates”,  $27,000; 

“Official  reporters  to  committees”,  $24,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $45,600; 

“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $2,900,000; 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  House: 

“Special  and  select  committees”,  $129,000; 

“Revision  of  laws”,  $740; 

“Speaker’s  automobile”,  $665; 

“Majority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665; 

“Minority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665; 

Joint  items; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Federal  Expenditures”, 
$3,100,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $21,030; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $16,825; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $11,430; 
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Contingent  expenses  of  the  House: 

“Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation”,  $23,000; 
“Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production”,  $7,950; 
Architect  of  the  Capitol: 

Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol:  “Salaries”,  $36,000; 
Capitol  buildings  and  grounds: 

“Capitol  buildings”,  $74,500; 

“Capitol  grounds”,  $25,600; 

“Senate  office  buildings”,  $174,000; 

“Senate  garage”,  $6,500; 

“House  office  buildings”,  $320,000; 

“Capitol  power  plant”,  $27,500; 

Library  buildings  and  grounds:  “Structural  and  mechanical 
care”,  $28,000; 

Botanic  Garden:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $12,500; 

Library  of  Congress: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $747,000; 

Copyright  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $122,000; 

Legislative  Reference  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$212,000; 

Distribution  of  catalog  cards:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $150,000; 
Books  for  the  blind  and  physically  handicapped:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $23,000; 

Organizing  and  microfilming  the  papers  of  the  Presidents: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,000; 

“Collection  and  distribution  of  library  materials  (special  foreign 
currency  program)”,  $11,000; 

Government  Printing  Office:  Office  of  Superintendent  of  Docu¬ 
ments:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $228,000; 

General  Accounting  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,714,000; 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States: 

“Salaries”,  $80,000; 

“Care  of  the  buildings  and  grounds”,  $15,900; 

Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$16,000; 

Court  of  Claims:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $34,000; 

Courts  of  Appeals,  district  courts,  and  other  judicial  services 
“Expenses  of  referees”,  $248,000; 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE|PRESIDENT 

Bureau  of  the  Budget:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $178,000;  {and 
release  of  $355,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000;  {and  release  of  $70,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Latv  90-364); 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Telecommunications”;  {Release  of 
$40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization  functions  of  Federal 
agencies”,  $30,000;  {and  release  of  $40,000  reserved  binder  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
Office  of  Science  and  Technology:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  {Re¬ 
lease  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $25,000; 
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FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Economic  assistance: 

“Administrative  expenses”,  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  $2,137,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropria¬ 
tions  for  '‘Economic  assistance” ,  fiscal  year  1969; 
“Administrative  and  other  expenses”.  Department  of  State, 
$95,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriations  for 
‘‘Economic  assistance” ,  fiscal  year  1969; 

Peace  Corps:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,100,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Research  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”;  {Release 
of  $6,615,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  “Payments  and  expenses”, 
$81,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  ‘‘Penalty  mail  costs”, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

Federal  Extension  Service:  “Cooperative  extension  work,  pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses”;  {Release  of  $135,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $73,000; 
Soil  Conservation  Service: 

“Conservation  operations”,  $3,980,000;  {and  release  of  $1,000,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Watershed  planning”,  $254,000;  {and  release  of  $90,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“River  basin  surveys  and  investigations”,  $306,000;  {and  release 
of  $90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Watershed  works  of  improvement”,  $688,000;  {and  release  of 
$300,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Flood  prevention”,  $224,000;  {and  release  of  $128,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Great  plains  conservation  program”,  $160,000; 

“Resource  conservation  and  development”,  $111,000;  {and  re¬ 
lease  of  $100,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Economic  Research  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $684,000; 

Statistical  Reporting  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $527,000; 

Consumer  and  Mark^eting  Service: 

“Special  milk  program”;  {Release  of  $15,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law< 
90-364); 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $362,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  ‘‘Cropland  adjustment  program”, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969;  {and  release  of  $68,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Foreign  Agriculutral  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $65,000; 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service:  “Expenses, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”,  $4,508,- 
000  of  which  $2,226,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Crop¬ 
land  adjustment  program”,  fiscal  year  1969,  $1,560,000,  from 
“Cropland  conversion  program” ,  and  $722,000  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Fund;  {and  release  of  $251,000  reserved 
under  “Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90—364); 

Rural  Community  Development  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$18,000;  {and  release  of  $9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
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Office  of  the  Inspector  General:  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $568,000; 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$49,000;  {and  release  of  $6jL0(J0  reserved  under  (his  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $239,000; 

Office  of  Information:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $58,000; 

National  Agricultural  Library:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $40,000; 
{and  release  of  $36,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Office  of  Management  Services:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $116,000; 
{and  release  of  $9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

General  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $188,000;  {and 
release  of  $30,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses’’, 
$624,000;  {and  release  of  $11,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  “Salariesand  expenses”,  $2,300, 000; 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  “Administrative  and  oper¬ 
ating  expenses”,  $274,000;  {and  release  of  $97,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

General  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $245,000; 

Office  of  Business  Economics:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000; 
{and  release  of  $69,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Bureau  of  the  Census: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $567,000; 

“1967  economic  censuses”,  $285,000; 

Economic  Development  Administration:  “Operations  and  admin¬ 
istration”,  $650,000;  {and  release  of  $116,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Business  and  Defense  Services  Administration:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $206,000;  {and  release  of  $36,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

International  Activities: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  {and  release  of  $163,000 
reserved  under  this  appropricition  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Export  control”,  $136,000;  {and  release  of  $60,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

OflBce  of  Field  Services:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $142,000;  {and 
release  of  $77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,489,000;  {and  release  of  $666,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Research  and  development”,  $614,000  {and  release  of  $117,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Patent  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,240,000;  {and  release  of 
$321,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

National  Bureau  of  Standards:  “Research  and  technical  serv¬ 
ices”,  $1,100,000; 

Maritime  Administration: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  administrative  expenses,  $261,000; 

“Maritime  training”,  $199,000; 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$173,000; 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 

Military  personnel: 

“Military  personnel,  Army”,  $331,000,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Navy”,  $198,700,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Marine  Corps”,  $64,500,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $267,600,000; 

“Reserve  personnel.  Army”,  $5,600,000; 

“Reserve  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $1,900,000; 

“National  Guard  personnel.  Army”,  $16,400,000; 

“National  Guard  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $3,400,000; 

Operation  and  Maintenance: 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”,  $106,800,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force”,  $91,200,000; 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Defense  agencies”,  $40,500,000; 
“Court  of  Military  Appeals”,  $18,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 

Dmartment  of  the  Army: 

Corps  of  Engineers — Civil: 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  general”,  $1,731,000,  and  in 
addition,  $1,869,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Construction  general” ,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  expenses”,  $1,131,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Construction,  general” ,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364 
United  States  Soldiers’  Home:  “Operation  and  maintenance”; 
{Release  of  $181,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

The  Panama  Canal: 

Canal  Zone  Government:  “Operating  expenses”,  $1,085,000 
{and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Panama  Canal  Company  Fund:  “Limitation  on  general  and 
administrative  expenses”,  {Increase  of  $171,000  in  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  administrative  expenses  and  release  of  $20,000  reserved 
under  this  limitation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,589,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Com¬ 
municable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364:  {and  release  of  $835,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”.  Food  and  Drug  Administration  pursuant 
to  said  section  201): 

Office  of  Education: 

“School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas”,  $16,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  {and  release  of  $12,000 
reserved  under  “School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas” 
pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $694,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364:  {and  release  of  $1,123,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Civil  rights  educational  activities”,  $67,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
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Public  Health  Service: 

Office  of  the  Surgeon  General: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $307,000,  to  he  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental  health  re¬ 
source  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $80,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 
Health  Manpower:  “Health  manpower  education  and  utiliza¬ 
tion”;  (Release  of  $303,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 

pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Disease  prevention  and  environmental  control: 

“Chronic  diseases”,  $436,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public 
Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
(and  release  of  $130,000  reserved  under  “Chronic  diseases” 
pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Air  pollution”;  (Release  of  $553,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Urban  and  industrial  health”;  (Release  of  $492,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

“Radiological  health”,  $407,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

Health  Services: 

“Community  health  services”;  (Release  of  $640,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $2,246,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Communi¬ 
cable  diseases” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $91,000  reserved  under 
“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”  pursuant  to  said 
section  201); 

“Hospital  construction  activities”;  (Release  of  $175,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ‘ 

“Indian  health  activities”,  $2,640,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Communicable  diseases”. 
Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364:  (and  release  of  $214,000  reserved  under  “Indian 
health  activities”  pursant  to  said  section  201); 

“Emergency  health  activities”;  (Release  of  $202,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

National  Institutes  of  Health: 

“Biologies  standards”;  (Release  of  $114,000  reserved  under 
this  apvropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“Regional  medical  programs”;  (Release  of  $67,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

“Environmental  health  sciences”;  (Release  of  $137,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

National  Institute  of  Mental  Health: 

“Mental  health  research  and  services”,  $401,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  men¬ 
tal  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $801,000 
reserved  under  “Mental  health  research  and  services”  pursuant 
to  said  section  201); 

“Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital,  Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,984,000 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amoxmt  reserved  under  “Commu¬ 
nity  mental  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
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Other  Public  Health  Service: 

“National  health  statistics”;  (Release  of  $271,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“National  Library  of  Medicine”;  (Release  of  $162,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,234,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  frorn  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

Social  Security  Administration:  “Limitation  on  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  (trust  fund)”,  (Increase  of  $18,147,000  in  the  limitation 
on  “Salaries  and  expenses”) ; 

Special  Institutions: 

“Gallaudet  College,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community 
mental  health  resource-support” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“Howard  University,  salaries  and'  expenses”,  $401,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“Freedmen’s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $291,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

Office  of  the  Secretary: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $216,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364-'  (and  release  of  $232,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Office  of  Field  Coordination,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $215,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Com¬ 
munity  menial  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“Office  of  the  Comptroller,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release 
of  $468,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $233,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Com¬ 
munity  mental  health  resource  support” ,  Public  Health  Service, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364'-  (and  release  of 
$10,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and 
expenses”  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Surplus  property  utilization”,  $57,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  piirsuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Com¬ 
munity  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of 
$61,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries 
and  expenses”  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

“Educational  broadcasting  facilities”,  (Release  of  $18,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,407,000;  (and  release  of  $387,000  reserved  on  account  of  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Metropolitan  Development:  “Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of 
$73,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
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Demonstrations  and  Intergovernmental  Relations: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $66,000;  and,  in  addition,  $171,000 
{including  $34,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Model  cities  pro¬ 
gram;  {and  release  of  $16,000  reserved  on  account  of  “Salaries 
and  expenses’’.  Demonstrations  and  Intergovernmental  Relations 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Urban  Research  and  Technology”,  {Release  of  $6,000  reserved 

on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 

Law  90-364); 

Departmental  Management : 

“General  administration”,  $230,000;  {and  release  of  $61,000 
reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Regional  management  and  services”,  $278,000;  {and  release  of 
$80,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Mortgage  Credit: 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative  expenses. 
Federal  housing  administration”,  {Increase  of  $466,000  in 
the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and  increase  of 
$3,770,000  in  the  limitation  on  non-administrative  expenses); 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs: 

“Education  and  welfare  services”,  $2,843,000;  {and  release  of 
$416,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Construction”,  {Release  of  $39,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Road  construction  (liquidation  of  contract  authorization)”, 
{Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $246,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution  control’’, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  Indian  irrigation  systems”;  {Re¬ 
lease  of  $1 1 7,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Power  systems,  Indian  irrigation  projects”;  {Release  of  $39,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Indian  moneys,  proceeds  of  labor,  agencies,  schools,  etc.”; 
{Release  of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Tribal  funds”;  {Release  of  $48,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $175,000; 

Geological  Survey:  “Surveys,  investigations,  and  research”, 

••$1,792,000; 

Bureau  of  Mines: 

“Conservation  and  development  of  mineral  resources”, 
$1,183,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

“Health  and  safety”,  $347,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Solid  waste  disposal”; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $70,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal”; 
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Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries: 

“Management  and  investigations  of  resources”,  $660,000; 
(and  release  of  $27,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Federal  aid  for  commercial  fisheries  research  and  develop¬ 
ment”,  $8,000; 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”,  $7,000; 
“General  administrative  expenses”,  $45,000; 

“Administration  of  Pribilof  Islands”,  $20,000; 

“Promote  and  develop  fishery  products  and  research  pertaining 
to  American  fisheries”;  (Release  of  $10,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  fisheries  loan  fund”, 
(Increase  of  $13,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative 
expenses); 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife: 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $82,000; 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”,  $9,000; 

National  Park  Service: 

“Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities”, 

$683,000;  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
“General  administrative  expenses”,  $186,000; 

“Preservation  of  historic  properties”,  $21,000; 

Bureau  of  Reclamation: 

“General  investigations”,  $371,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $787,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $503,000; 

Bonneville  Power  Administration: 

“Construction”;  (Release  of  $998,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $643,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“Construction  of  electric  transmission  lines  and  substations, 
contributions,  Bonneville  Power  Project”;  (Release  of  $1,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Office  of  the  Solicitor:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $408,000; 

Office  of  Water  Resources  Research:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$31,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  activities  and  general  administration:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Community  Relations  Service”;  (Release  of  $88,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$9,220,000; 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $3,261,000;  (and  release  of  $270,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Law  Eiiforcepjent  Assistance  Administration:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”;'  (i?eiease  of  $57,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 

•■^pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
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Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $450,000;  (and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Manpower  Administration; 

“Manpower  development  and  training  activities,  salaries  and 
expenses”;  {Release  of  $92,000  reserved  under  this  appropri¬ 
ation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $363,000,  of  which  $213,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Wage 
and  Hour  Division,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364,  $14^,000  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
pursuant  to  said  section  201,  and  $8,000,  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Manpower 
development  and  training  activities,  pursuant  to  said  section 
201:  (and  release  of  $50,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses”.  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training  pursuant  to 
said  section  201); 

“Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
{Increase  of  $866,000  in  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses  and  release  of  $125,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Labor-Management  Relations;  “Labor-Management  Services 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  {Release  of  $448,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards: 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards  Administration:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $152,000,  of  which  $100,000  shall  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 
Wage  and  Hour  Division,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364,  and  $52,000  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  Labor-Management  Services 
Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201;  {and  release  of 
$120,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Wage  and 
Labor  Standards  Administration,  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 
“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”;  {Release  of 
$992,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000; 
{and  release  of  $700,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Bureau  of  International  Labor  Affairs;  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$14,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Wage  and  Hour  Division”  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  {and  release  of  $60,000  re¬ 
served  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Bureau  of  International 
Labor  Affairs,  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

Office  of  the  Solicitor:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $21,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses.  Wage  and  Hour  Division”  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  {and  release  of  $200,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”.  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  pursuant  to  said 
section  201); 
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Office  of  the  Secretary: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $121,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Wage 
and  Hour  Division”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364;  {and  release  of  $110,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses”.  Office  of  the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 
Office  of  Federal  Contract  Compliance  and  Civil  Rights  Program: 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $39,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Wage  and 
Hour  Division”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
{and  release  of  $3,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” , 
Office  of  Federal  Contract  Compliance  and  Civil  Rights  Program 
pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

(OUT  OF  POSTAL  FUND) 

“Administration  and  regional  operations”;  $3,304,000;  {and 
release  of  $2,107,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Research,  development,  and  engineering”,  $500,000; 
“Operations”,  $191,300,000,  and,  in  addition,  $54,000,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  the  appropria¬ 
tion  “Transportation,”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364; 

“Supplies  and  services”,  $467,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$5,982,000,  and,  in  addition,  $750,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Chamizal  settlement” ,  International  Boundary  and  Water 
Commission,  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  $83,000  from 
“Rama  Road,  Nicaragua”; 

International  Organizations  and  Conferences:  “Missions  to 
international  organizations”,  $118,000. 

International  Commissions: 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United  States 
and  Mexico: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $43,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $29,000; 

“American  sections,  international  commissions”,  $19,000; 
Educational  Exchange:  “Mutual  educational  and  cultural  exchange 
activities”,  $425,000; 

“Migration  and  refugee  assistance”,  $26,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  "Salaries  and  expenses”,  $445,000; 
Coast  Guard: 

“Operating  expenses”,  $10,000,000;  {and  release  of  $82,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

"Acquisition,  construction  and  improvements”;  {Release  of 
$51,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364); 
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“Reserve  training”,  $1,000,000;  {and  release  of  $40,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

“Operations”,  $30,800,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  National  Capital  airports”, 
$254,000; 

Federal  Highway  Administration: 

“Highway  beautification”,  $64,000; 

“Traffic  and  highway  safety”;  (Release  of  $210,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“Motor  carrier  safety”,  $68,000;  (and  release  of  $22,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Highway  Trust  Fund: 

“Limitation  on  general  expenses”,  (Increase  of  $1,875,000  in 
the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses;  and  release  of 
$641,000  reserved  under  this  limitation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Federal  Railroad  Administration: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $36,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
“Bureau  of  railroad  safety”,  $140,000;  (and  release  of  $39,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $31,000; 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$150,000;  (and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $182,000;  (and 
release  of  $134,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  i 

Bureau  of  Accounts:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $390,000; 

Bureau  of  Customs:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,637,000;  (and 
release  of  $1,560,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) 

Bureau  of  the  Mint:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $630,000; 

Internal  Revenue  Service: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $764,000;  (and  release  of  $250,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Revenue  accounting  and  processing”,  $5,592,000; 
“Compliance”,  $6,810,000;  (and  release  of  $16,860,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Office  of  the  Treasurer:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $167,000;  (and 
release  of  $85,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90^364) ; 

United  States  Secret  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,338,000; 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

“Operating  expenses,  Public  Buildings  Service”,  $3,671,000;  (and 
release  of  $677,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Operating  expenses,  Federal  Supply  Service”,  $1,358,000; 
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“Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records  Service”, 
$500,000;  {and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Operating  expenses.  Transportation  and  Communications  Serv¬ 
ice”;  {Release  of  $5,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Operating  expenses.  Property  Management  and  Disposal  Serv¬ 
ice”;  {Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Administrator”,  $106,000; 

“Administrative  operations  fund”;  {Release  of  $107,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 

"Medical  and  prosthetic  research”,  $1,168,000;  {and  release  of 
$362,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  expenses”, 
$589,000; 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

American  Battle  Monuments  Commission;  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $33,000; 

Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency:  “Arms  control  and 
disarmament  activities”,  {Release  of  $15,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Civil  Service  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,392,000; 
{and  release'  of  $36,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ;  . 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $370,000; 

Export-Import  Bank  of  the.  United  States:  “Limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses”,  {Release  of  $172,000  reserved  under  this 
limitation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Farm  Credit  Administration;  “Limitation  on  administrative 
expenses”,  {Increase  of  $107,000  in  the  limitation  on  administra¬ 
tive  expenses); 

Federal  Communications  Commission:  ‘^Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$927,000;  {and  release  of  $16,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board:  “Limitation  on  administrative 
and  nonadministrative  expenses”,  {Increase  of  $115,000  in  the 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and  release  of  $102,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Federal  Maritime  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $108,000; 
{and  release  of  $76,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364);  ... 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service;  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $125,000;  {and  release  of  $8,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Federal  Power  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $778,000; 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$32,000; 
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Interstate  Commerce  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$818,000;  (and  release  of  $382,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-384) ; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$30,000;  (and  release  of  $20,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

National  Commission  on  Product  Safety:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$25,000; 

National  Labor  Relations  Board:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$601,000;  (and  release  of  $848,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  '> 

Railroad  Retirement  Board:  “Limitation  on  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  (Increase  of  $616,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative 
expenses) ; 

Renegotiation  Board:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $140,000; 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$670,000;  (and  release  of  $199,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Small  Business  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $418,000; 
(and  release  of  $266,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  / 

Smithsonian  Institution: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $695,000;  (and  release  of  $126,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Gallery  of  Art”,  $59,000;  (and 
release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Tariff  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  (Release  of  $42,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,000; 
(and  release  of  $77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuarit 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

United  States  Information  Agency:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$4,367,000; 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

(OUT  OF  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FUNDS) 

“Parks  and  recreation”,  $392,000; 

“Health  and  welfare”,  $2,437,000; 

“Highways  and  traffic”,  $203,000,  of  which  $180,000  shall  be 
payable  from  the  highway  fund; 

“Sanitary  engineering”,  $227,000,  of  which  $99,000  shall  be  payable 
from  the  water  fund,  $64,000  from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund, 
and  $1 ,000 from  the  metropolitan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund; 

“Personal  services,  wage-board  employees”,  $3,179,000,  of  which 
$163,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund,  $184,000  from 
the  water  fund,  $169,000  from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund, 
and  $2,000  from  the  metropolitan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  in  this  title  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
shall,  unless  otherwise  speciffcally  provided  for,  be  paid  out  of  the 
general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec. - .  Except  where  specifically  increased  or  decreased  elsewhere 

in  this  Act,  the  restrictions  contained  within  appropriations,  or  provi¬ 
sions  affecting  appropriations  or  other  funds,  available  during  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  limiting  the  amounts  which  may  he  expended  for  personal 
services,  or  for  purposes  involving  personal  services,  or  amounts  which 
may  he  transferred  between  appropriations  or  authorizations  available 
for  or  involving  such  services,  are  hereby  incredsed  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law. 

Sec.  - .  (o)  Any  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  required 

to  he  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  may  he  apportioned  on  a  basis  indicating  the  need  (to  the 
extent  any  such  increases  cannot  be  absorbed  within  available  appro¬ 
priations)  for  a  supplemental  or  deficiency  estimate  of  appropriation 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  permit  payment  of  such  pay  increases  as  may 
be  granted  to  civilian  officers  and  employees  under  the  provisions  of 
sections  212  and  225  of  Public  Law  90-206,  and  to  military  personnel 
under  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  Public  Law  90-207.  Each  such 
apportionment  shall  otherwise  he  subject  to  the  requirements  of  section 
3679,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  amounts  of  all  temporary  appropriations  hereafter  made  for 
continuing  projects  or  activities  in  the  fiscal  year  1970  in  advance  of 
final  enactment  of  appropriations  therefor,  are  authorized  to  be  increased 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  permit  payment  of  salaries  at  rates  authorized 
pursuant  to  sections  212  and  226  of  Public  Law  90-206  and  section  8 
of  Public  Law  90-207. 
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Analysis  of  Pay  Increase  Costs 


Or|*niz*tional  unit 

Increase  in  pay  and  other 
related  costs 

Unabsorbed 
amount  for 
payment  to 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

other  ^ 

appropriations 

Legislative  branch: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

$10,553,198 

$270,496 

1 

Administrative  action _ 

83,004 

3,917 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ _ 

782,200 

46,300 

. 

I 

The  judiciary: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . — 

2.168,363 

148,372 

1 

Administrative  action . . . . 

345.000 

23.000 

[  $10,000 

Wage  board— . . . 

21,000 

1,400 

1 

Ejiecutive  Office  of  the  President: 

The  White  House  Office: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

83,950 

6.200 

1 

Administrative  action _ _ 

20,610 

1,520 

f . 

Eixecutive  mansion  and  grounds: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . 

21,800 

1,300 

1 

Wage  board _ _ . . 

10,000 

600 

1-- . 

Bureau  of  the  Budget: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

497,000 

7,600 

36,000 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ _ 

532 

1 

Administrative  action . . . . 

24,497 

1,716 

1 . - 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Council: 

Public  Law  90—206 _ 

17,547 

24,200 

1,316 

National  Council  on  Marine  Resources  and 
Engineering  Development  and  Commission 
Engineering  Development  and  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Marine  Sciences,  Engineering,  and 
Resources: 

Public  Uw  90-206..- . . . 

1,800 

National  Security  Council: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

20,220 

1,618 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness: 

Public  Uw  90-206 . . 

398,000 

30,000 

Wage  board _ 

1,914 

165 

[ . 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology: 

Public  Uw  90-206 _ _ 

41,107 

3,288 

Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations: 
Public  Uw  90-206 . . . 

26,187 

1,833 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  President: 

Appalachian  regional  development  programs: 
Public  Uw  W-206 _ 

78,224 

6,132 

Disaster  relief: 

Public  Uw  90-206 _ 

36,000 

3,000 

Expansion  of  defense  production: 

Public  Uw  90-206 _ 

22,000 

2,000 

Military  assistance: 

Public  Uw  90-206.  . . . 

645.000 

53.000 

Economic  assisteince: 

Public  Uw  90-206 . . . 

7,960,779 

558,519 

]  134,000 

Administrative  action _ _ 

141,600 

9.900 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity: 

Public  Uw  90-206 . . . 

3,211,000 

243,000 

Peace  Corps: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . 

814,000 

55,000 

231,000 
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FOR  THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 


Absorption  possible  through — 


> 


> 


t 


Administrative 

action 

$184,800 

7,835 

112,280 

33,700 

34,345 

18,863 


26,000 

21,838 

150,079 

16,395 

3,020 

84,356 
39,000 
24  000 
698,000 

6,572,798 

3,454,000 


Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  con¬ 
gressional 
action 

$10,000 

$355,000  .. 

150,000 

28,000 

2,232,000 

Additional  funds  required 


Total 


Requested  in 
Title  11 
of  this 
document 


Recommended 
in  this  Title 


,$184,800 


$11,554,315 


17,835 


$2,305,400 


393,900 


112,280 

33,700 

$355,000 

34,345 

18,863 


178,000 

26,000 

21,838 

300,079 

44,395 

3,020 

84,356 

39,000 

24,000 

698,000 

8,804,798 

3,454,000 


130,000 


25,000 


,100,000 


Analysis  of  Pay  Increase  Costs  for 


Organizational  unit 

Increase  in  pay  and  other 
related  costs 

Unabsorbed 
amount  for 
payment  to 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

other 

appropriations 

D^artment  of  Agriculture: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

41,662,658 

3,209,090 

] 

Administrative  action _ 

34,200 

2,300 

131,070 

Wage  board _ _ 

428,260 

27,340 

1 

Department  of  Commerce: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

14,301,266 

1,094,179 

Public  Law  90-207 _ 

128,600 

4,400 

95,849 

Administrative  action _ _ 

199,343 

17,102 

Wage  board _ 

606,160 

45,098 

Department  of  Defense — Military: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

256,181,000 

20,061,000 

Public  Law  90-207 _ 

849,122,000 

71,695,000 

30,967,000 

Administrative  action _ 

7,737,000 

450,000 

Wage  board _ _ _ 

121,880,000 

7,343,000 

Department  of  Defense — Civil: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

11,306,916 

891,970 

Public  Law  90-207 _ 

270,000 

22,000 

Public  Law  90-319 _ 

1,167,000 

75,000 

2,974 

Public  Law  90-320 _ _ _  _ _ 

454,000 

29,000 

Administrative  action _ 

17,993 

1,295 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ _ 

3,413,153 

276,987 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _  _ 

37,256,734 

2,835,088 

1 

Public  Law  90-207 . . . . 

4,000,400 

55,700 

2,496,840 

Administrative  action _ 

175,900 

11,100 

Wage  board _  _ 

1,659,600 

66,600 

1 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

7,725,037 

617,723 

75,400 

Wage  board _ _  ..  _ 

23,100 

1,800 

Department  of  the  Interior: 

Public  Law  90-206. _ _ _ 

25,279,339 

2,062,362 

Public  Law  90-320 _ _ _ 

203,130 

18,870 

7,600 

Administrative  action _ 

138,000 

8,000 

Wage  board _ _ 

5,688,055 

529,046 

Department  of  Justice: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

Public  Law  90-207 . . . . 

17,196,241 

73,000 

1,216,186 

Administrative  action _ _  _ 

588,700 

47,100 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ 

328,262 

22,053 

Department  of  Labor: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

4,734,620 

707,130 

Post  Office  Department: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ 

251,590,800 

28,087,200 

Department  of  State: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ 

9,470,299 

672,885 

Administrative  action _ 

179,069 

14,140 

^  158,021 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ 

73,305 

5,838 

Department  of  Transportation: 

9  Public  Law  90-206 _  _ _ 

36,316,071 

2,564,659 

Public  Law  90-207 _ _ _ _ 

10,186,400 

824,600 

Administrative  action _ _ _ _ 

22,982 

1,838 

Wage  board.. _ _  _  .. 

1,567,882 

134,872 

Treasury  Department: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

36,624,990 

2,458,294 

Public  Law  90-320 _  . 

231,000 

16,000 

‘  83,000 

' 

Administrative  action _ _ _ 

650,000 

52,000 

Wage  board _ _ 

1 ,548,255 

103,314 
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THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 — Continued 


Absorption  possible  through— ~ 

Additional 

funds  required 

Release  of 

Other  con- 

Requested  in 

Administrative 

Hublic  Law 

gressional 

i  otal 

Title  11 

Recommended 

action 

90-364 

action 

of  this 

in  this  litle 

reserves 

document 

9.721,918 

9.447.000 

4,951,000 

24,119,918 

9,829,000 

11,546,000 

5.253,997 

1,605,000 

51,000 

6.909,997 

9.582,000 

174,736,000 

174,736,000 

63,082,000 

1,127,618,000 

11,620,288 

3.321.000 

171,000 

15,112,288 

2,816,000 

9,357,962 

21,053.000 

18,147,000 

48,557.962 

1,139,060 

646.000 

4,397,000 

6,182,060 

280,000 

1,981,000 

13,558,402 

3.116,000 

3,723,000 

20,397,402 

4,608,000 

8.929.000 

413,542 

2,000,000 

2,413,542 

4,127,000 

12,931,000 

432,750 

3,923,000 

906,000 

5,261,750 

180,000 

28,000,000 

56,107,000 

84,107,000 

195,571,000 

3,098,557 

833,000 

3,931,557 

6,642,000 

5,644,304 

1,148,000 

1,875,000 

8,667,304 

42,952,000 

3,510,853 

19,203,000 

22,713,853 

543,000 

18,510,000 
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Analysis  of  Pay  Increase  Costs  for 


Organizational  unit 

Increase  in  pay  and  other 
related  costs 

Unabsorbed 
a  mount  for 
payment  to 
other 

appropriations 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

Atomic  Energy  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206.. . . 

5.491.324 

376.673 

I  1^1  0^0 

Wage  board  ...... 

4.888 

7  IjI 

General  Services  Administration: 

Public  Law  90-206 _  _ 

7.677.974 

595.726 

I  'l  Cl  t  nAA 

Wage  board. . . . . . 

2.856.400 

200.600 

f  ^,0/l,UUU 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

21.009.000 

1.538.000 

I 

Public  Law  90-207  _ _ _ 

243.000 

1 

Administrative  action _ _ _ 

865.000 

64.0  0 

1 — . 

Wage  board _ 

1.404.000 

97.  00 

j 

Veterans  Administration: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

46.631.000 

3.535.00  0 

1 

Wage  board _  .. 

6.512.000 

488.000 

1 . 

Administrative  Conference  of  the  United  States: 

Public  Law  90-206  .  _ _ _  .. 

6.000 

500 

American  Battle  Monuments  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206. .  _ 

12.659 

949 

] 

Public  Law  90-207  .  .  .  _ 

5.832 

. . 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ 

38.993 

10.138 

1 

Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

91.791 

6.884 

1 

Administrative  action _ 

27.909 

2.093 

f- . 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

451 .200 

33.300 

1 

Administrative  action  .  . 

16.500 

1.200 

L... . . 

Wage  board _ _ _ 

3.300 

200 

1 

Civil  Service  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ 

2.278.000 

171.700 

1 

Wage  board _ _ _ _ _ 

12.300 

1.000 

f . 

Commission  of  Fine  Arts: 

Public  Law  90-206  .  .  . 

4.900 

300 

Commission  on  Civil  Rights: 

Public  Law  90-206  .  _ 

74.948 

5.420 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

307.800 

24.200 

38.000 

Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United  States: 

Public  Law  90-206. _ _ _  _ 

187.984 

15.242 

Farm  Credit  Administration: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

146.000 

11.000 

Federal  Coal  Mine  Safety  Board  of  Review: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _  _ _ 

2.585 

181 

Federal  Communications  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206. . .  . 

880.094 

66.206 

Federal  Field  Committee  for  Development  Plan- 

ning  in  Alaska: 

Public  Law  90-206.  . . .  . 

5.022 

353 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 . 

834.000 

109.000 

1 

Wage  board _ _ _ _  . 

3.700 

300 

1 . 

Federal  Maritime  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . 

171.945 

12.610 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

398.500 

27.500 

Federal  Power  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . 

725.070 

52.930 

Wage  board . . . .  . 

5.231 

382 

1 . 

Federal  Radiation  Council: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . 

3.163 

277 

1 
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THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 — Continued 


Absorption  possible  through — 


Additional  funds  required 


Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  con> 
gressional 
action 

922,000 

15,529,000 

15,000 

36,000 

277,000 

172,000 

107,000 

16,000 

102,000 

76,000 

8,000 

115,000 

Administrative 

action 


Total 


Requested  in 
Title  n 
of  this 
document 


Recommended 
in  thi«  Title 


6,004,153 

8,444,700 

25,220,000 

585,000 

6,500 

35,571 

113,677 

5,700 

758,000 

5,200 

80,368 


31,226 

50,000 

2,766 

3,300 

5,375 

730,000 

555 

293,000 

5,613 

3,440 


I 


6,004,153 

9,366,700 

25,220,000 

16,114,000 

6,500 

35,571 

128,677 

5,700 

1,071,000 

5,200 

80,368 


203,226 

157,000 

2,766 

19,300 

5,375 

947,000 

76,555 

301,000 

5,613 

3,440 


39,295,000 


5,635,000 


1,757,000 


33,000 


500,000 

1,392,000 


370,000 


927,000 


108,000 

125,000 

778,000 
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Analysis  of  Pat  Increase  Cost^  fob 


Organizational  unit 


Federal  Trade  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

,  Wage  board _ 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

■  Wage  board _ 

Historical  and  Memorial  Commissions: 

American  Revolution  Bicentennial  Commis¬ 
sion: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Lewis  and  Clark  Trail  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Indian  Claims  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . . 

Interagency  Committee  on  Mexican  American 
Affairs: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Intergovernmental  Commissions: 

Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Appalachian  Regional  Commission: 

Public  Law  9ff-206 _ 

Delaware  River  Basin  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ 

Wage  board _ 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

National  Commission  on  Product  Safety: 

Public  law  90-206 _ 

National  Commission  on  Reform  of  Federal  Crim¬ 
inal  Laws: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Human¬ 
ities: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

National  Labor  Relations  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

Administrative  action _ _ 

Wage  board . . . . 

National  Mediation  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

National  Science  Foundation: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . 

Administrative  action _ _ 

Wage  board _ 

President’s  Committee  on  Consumer  Interests: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

President’s  Council  on  Youth  Opportunity: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Railroad  Retirement  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ 

Renegotiation  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

Wage  board _ 


Increase  in  pay  and  other 
relat^  costa 

Unabsorbed 
amount  for 
payment  to 
other 

appropriations 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

737.000 

55.000 

1 

5.200 

390 

1 . 

29.033 

2,689 

1 

259 

19 

f . 

2.659 

213 

480 

54 

27.389 

3,414 

12.000 

1.000 

22.500 

1.700 

7.300 

500 

1.500 

100 

1.123.100 

76,900 

1 

7.900 

600 

f-- . 

46.500 

3,500 

23.000 

2,000 

10.000 

700 

54,345 

4.348 

1,513.800 

113.500 

123.300 

8,400 

. - . 

7,500 

500 

1 

48.700 

3,300 

524.395 

36.708 

155.697 

10.899 

. 

1.716 

120 

1 

13,400 

1,000 

907 

73 

699.000 

45.000 

131.000 

9,000 

809.000 

60,000 

3,900 

300 

. 

I 
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THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 — Continued 


Absorption  possible  through^ 

Additional  funds  required 

Administrative 

action 

Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  con> 
gresslonal 
action 

Total 

Requested  in 
Title  II 
of  this 
document 

Recommended 
in  this  Title 

297,590 

297,590 

500,000 

32,000 

i.m 

534 

30,803 

13,000 

24,200 

7,800 

1,600 

8,500 

2,872 

534 

30,803 

13,000 

24,200 

7,800 

1,600 

390,500 

20,000 

. 

382,000 

20,000 

818,000 

30,000 

25,000 

10,700 

58,693 

318,000 

52,000' 

729,535 

14,400 

980 

228,000 

10,700 

58,693 

1,166,000 

52,000 

729,535 

14,400 

980 

744,000 

848,000 

601,000 

516,000 

140,000 

670,000 

4,200 

199,000 

203,200 
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Analysis  of  Pay  Increase  Costs  for 


Organization*]  unit 

Increase  in  pay  and  other 
related  costs 

Unabsorbed 
amount  for 
payment  to 
other 

appropriations 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

Selective  Service  System: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

306,484 

22,000 

Public  Law  90-207..  _ _ 

341,000 

Administrative  action _  . 

1,364,516 

105,000 

Small  Business  Administration: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

2,143,000 

167,000 

Smithsonian  Institution: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

790,455 

58,732 

1 

Wage  board _  ..  _ _ 

214,611 

16,820 

} . 

Subversive  Activities  Control  Board: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ 

7,495 

505 

Tariff  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

161,000 

10,460 

1 

Wage  board..  _ _ _ 

1,400 

100 

1-— . 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States: 

Public  Law  90-206 _  . 

110,297 

7,850 

Temporary  Study  Commissions: 

Atlantic-Pacihc  Interoceanic  Canal  Study 

Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _  _ _ _ 

5,097 

433 

Commission  on  Obscenity  and  Pornography: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

8,093 

609 

Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ _ 

43,152 

3,236 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority: 

Administrative  action..  _ _  _ _ 

4, 963, 400 

895, 200 

United  States  Information  Agency: 

Public  Law  90-206. .  _  _ _ _ _ 

3,787,663 

265,626 

Wage  bo2U'd _  .  . 

198,991 

11,581 

>  ,>oy,,)ou 

United  States-Mexico  Commission  for  Border 

Development  and  Friendship: 

Public  Law  90-206 _  ... 

7,300 

500 

Water  Resources  Council: 

Public  Law  90-206 . . . . . 

24,027 

1,922 

1 

Administrative  action . . . . 

4,278 

342 

} . - 

District  of  Columbia: 

Public  Law  90-206 _ _ _ 

5,364,290 

353,319 

• 

Public  Law  90-319  ..  . . . 

12,553,991 

816,009 

Public  Law  90-320 _ _ _ 

6,449,422 

420,578 

Wage  board _ _ _  _ 

3,181,615 

206,805 

Grand  total _ _ _ _ 

1,938.060,789 

161,146,501 

38.622.382 

■| 
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THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 — Continued 


Abiorption  possible  through — 

Additional  funds  required 

Adrainistrative 

action 

Release  of 
Public  Law 
9G-364 
reserves 

Other  con> 
gressional 
action 

Tot»l 

Requested  in 
Title  n 
of  this 
document 

Recommended 
in  this  Title 

2,139,000 

1,627,000 

178,618 

8,000 

130,960 

38,147 

5,530 

8,702 

46,388 

5,858,600 

286,221 

7,800 

30,569 

869,029 

265,000 

148,000 

1 ,892,000 

(■ 

326,618 

8,000 

172,960 

115,147 

5,530 

8,702 

46,388 

5,858,600 

286,221 

7,800 

30,569 

869,029 

418,000 

754,000 

42,000 

77,000 

3,000 

4,367,000 

22,039,000 

6,438,000 

331,252,057 

140,959,000 

38,311,000 

510, 522,057 

148,747,400 

1,478, 560,215 
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Analysis  of  Pat  Increase  Costs  for 


Organizational  unit 

Increase  in  pay  and  other 
related  costs 

Unabsorbed 
amount  for 
payment  to 
other 

appropriations 

Direct  pay 

Related 

costs 

Summary  of  Public  Laws: 

Public  Uw  90-206 . 

882,258,466 
864,370,232 
13,720,991 
7,337,552 
17, 878,498 
152,495,050 

75, 798,014 
72,601,700 
891,009 
484,448 
1,732,062 

9, 639, 268 

38,622,382 

Public  Law  90-207 . 

Public  Law  90-319 _ 

Public  Law  90-320 _ 

Administrative  action _ 

Wage  board _ 

Grand  total _ 

1,938,060,789 

27,549,318 

161,146,501 

1,796,711 

38,622,382 

Deduct  amounts  out  of  District  of  Columbia 
funds _ _ 

Net  total _ 

1,910,511,471 

159,349,790 

38,622,382 
38,622, 382 

Deduct  payments  between  accounts _ _ 

Total,  Federal  Budget _ 

1,910,511,471 

159,349,790 

1 

! 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 


t 
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THE  Fiscal  Year  1969 — Continued 


Absorption  possible  through^ 

Additional  funds  required 

Administrative 

action 

Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  con* 
gressional 
action 

Total 

Req^uested  in 
Title  11 
of  this 
document 

Recommended 
in  this  Title 

331,252.057 

140,959,000 

38,311,000 

510, 522.057 

148, 747,400 

1,478,560,215 

331,252,057 

869,029 

140,959,000 

38,311,000 

510,522,057 

869,029 

148,747,400 

22,039.000 

1,478,560,215 

6,438,000 

330,383,028 

38,622,382 

140,959,000 

38,311,000 

509,653,028 

38,622,382 

126,708,400 

1,472,122,215 

291,760,646 

140,959,000 

38,311,000 

471,030,646 

126,708,400 

1,472.122,215 

) 


TITLE  IV 


COMPENSATION  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 


EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

COMPENSATION  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

COMPKNSATION  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  of  the  President”, 
$44,584. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $44,584  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969  costs  of  increasmg  the  President’s  annual  salary 
from  $100,000  to  $200,000  under  Pub^lic  Law  91 - ,  of  January 

— ,  1969.  I 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 


Budget  Request  Proposed  "  Revised 

Appendix  Heading  pending  amendment  request 

page 


49  Compensation  of  the  President--  $150,  000  $100,  000  $250,  000 

(Delete  the  paragraph  under 
the  above  heading  and  in¬ 
sert  in  heu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:) 

For  compensation  of  the 
President,  including  an  expense 
allowance  at  the  rate  of  $50,000 
per  annum,  as  authorized  by 
[the  Act  of  Jai^iary  19,  1949  (]3 
U.S.C.  102[),  $150,000],  $250,- 
000. 


This  proposed  amendment  would  provide  funds  for  the  fiscal  year 
1970  to  increase  the  compensation  of  the  President  from  $100,000  to 
$200,000,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  91 - ,  of  January — ,  1969.  ( 
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i)isT  COXGKESS  )  HOUSE  OF  EEriiESENTATiVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  j  |  No.  91-85 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  BUDGET  AND  PROPOSED 
S  UPPLEMENTA 1 .  APPROPR 1 AITON S 


COA[MTTNIC'ATTON 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


TRANSMITI'ING 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  BUDOET  AND  PIIOPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS,  PURSUANT  TO  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  THE 
BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTING  ACT,  1921,  AS  AMENDED 


AIarcii  4,  1969. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered 

to  be  printed 


The  White  House, 
WashiiKjion,  Match  4,  1969. 
'Phe  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


Sir:  The  Budg'et  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  as  amended,  requires 
that  I  submit  for  the  consideration  of  tlie  Congress  such  amendments 
to  tlie  budg'et  and  [iroiiosed  sup])lemental  approjiriations  as  in  mv 
judgment  are  necessary.  The  accompanying  amendments  rellect  those 
actions  recommended  to  date  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  tlie 
Budget,  who  is  in  the  early  stages  of  a  comprehensive  re\iew  of  major 
1970  budget  requests.  Thet^  are  amendments  to  the 

— request  for  apiirojiriatious  transmitted  in  tlie  1970  budget,  and 
— supplemental  requests  for  ajiproprialious  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  on  January  17,  1969  (House  Document  No.  91-50). 

These  amendments  involve  decreases  of  $6,081,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  and  $1,252,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  details  of  these  amendments,  the  reasons  they  are  proposed, 
and  an  explanation  of  why  they  are  submitted  at  this  time  are  all  set 
forth  in  the  enclosed  letter  to  me  from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  I  concur  with  his  comments  and  observations. 
Res])ectfully  yours, 

Richard  Nixon. 


9S-012 
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Executive  Office  of  the  Presidext, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  4,  1969. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir;  ]  have  tlie  honor  to  siibinit  for  your  consideration  ainend- 
inents  to  the  recjnests  for  appropriations  transniitfed  in  the  1970 
budget  and  to  tlie  su[)i)leniental  requests  for  appropriations  trans¬ 
mitted  to  tlie  Oongress  on  January  17,  1969  (H.  Doc.  91-50),  iuvoh'ing 
decreases  of  $6,081,000  for  tlie  fiscal  year  1969,  and  $1,252,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1970,  for  tlie  following  agencies; 


Agency 

Not 

(Iccrciises  in 
1909  supple¬ 
mental 
reiiuest 
(11.  Doc.  No. 
91-50) 

Decreases  loi' 
1970  included 
in  1970 
budget 

$1,  491,000 

_ _  . 

$227, 000 

Department  of  Housing  and  Ur))an  Development . . 

250,  000 

1,  025,  000 

4, 139,  000 
201,  000 

0,  081,  000 

Total _  _ 

1,  252,  000 

Your  memorandum  of  January  25,  1969,  asked  the  head  of  every 
executive  dejiartment  and  agency  to  make  a  careful  and  thorough 
review  of  the  budget  requests  sent  to  the  Congress  by  the  iirevious 
administration.  This  review  was  to  be  completed  within  30  days. 
Many  of  the  agencies,  ])articularly  the  larger  ones,  are  still  in  the  proc¬ 
ess  of  reviewing  their  [irograms.  However,  at  the  request  of  the 
Appropriations  Committees  to  expedite  these  reviews,  we  are  submit¬ 
ting  at  this  time  those  amendments  which  can  be  considered  immedi¬ 
ately.  As  other  reviews  are  completed,  we  v  ill  be  forwarding  additional 
recommendations. 

A^nendments  to  the  budget  for  iiscaJ.  year  1970  are  as  follows. 


THE  PANAMA  CANAL 


Budget 

1970 

I 

Proposed  ! 

Revised 

appendix 

page 

Heading 

request 

pending 

amendment  i 

1 

request 

364 

Capital  outlay  - _ _  _  _ 

$2,  600, 000 

-$227,000 

$2, 373, 000 

The  reduction  results  from  elimination  of  minor  capital  projects 
originally  iilanned  for  1970.  These  projects  need  not  be  initiated  at 
this  time. 

DEPAHTMENT  OF  STATE 

AdmI.NISTRATION  of  FohEIGN  .\FF.nRS 


Budget 

appendix 

page 

Heading 

1970 

request 

pending 

Proposed 

amendment 

Revised 

request 

713 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _  .  _ 

$208, 300, 000 

-$300,000 

$208, 000, 000 

II.  Dof.  inw).') 
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This  ainendinent  deletes  funds  for  all  new  Anierican  ])osit,ions  re¬ 
quested  in  the  1970  budget  under  this  appropriation.  These  staffing 
requirements  can  be  met  witliiu  the  Department’s  ])resent  personnel 
oomi)lement. 

Intehnational  Ohganizations  and  Conferences 


Budget 

R(‘(iupst 

Proposod 

Revised 

appendix 

page 

Heading 

pending 

amendment 

request 

7iy 

Contributions  to  international  organizatioius _ 

$131,130, 000 

-$725, 000 

$130, 405, 000 

This  amendment  results  from  lower  U.S.  assessments  than  jn-e- 
vionsh^  estimated  due  to  final  action  on  tlie  budgets  of  certain  inter¬ 
national  organizations. 

Amendments  to  the  supplemental  requests  for  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  (77.  Doc.  01-50),  are  as  follows: 

A.  Delete  tlie  requests  for  tlie  following  api)ro|)riations  under 
“Title  II — Other  Proposed  Sn])plemental  Appropriations  for  Various 
Programs’’  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  insert  the 
following  i)roposed  apiu'opriations  under  “’Fitle  111 — Increased  Pay 
Costs” 

DEPARTAIENT  OF  AGUICULTUIIE 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

“Con.suDK'r  ])rotectivc,  markctiiifi;,  and  regulatory  jirograins”, 
$2,897,000;  {and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

’File  $1,000,000  previously  requested  for  poultry  inspection  under 
the  Wholesome  Poultry  Products  Act  (Pid^lic  Law  90-492)  will  not 
be  required.  The  rate  at  which  the  States  are  entering  the  ]irogram  is 
slower  than  anticipated,  and  some  of  the  funds  provided  for  the  meat 
inspection  program  can  be  used,  without  im])airing  that  program,  to 
fund  the  poultry  inspection  program.  The  revised  request  of  $2,897,- 
000  in  budget  authority  and  $400,000  in  |)ro|)osed  release  of  reserves 
is  required  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law 
90-206. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  IlOUSINC  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

]\1  KTRO  PO  LIT  A  N  I )  10  V  E  LUPM  K  NT 

“Salaries  and  expensos”,  $28(),0()(). 

This  reduced  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $250,000  in  the  jire- 
viously  transmitted  supplemental,  is  possible  because  the  administra¬ 
tive  costs  of  initiating  the  program  of  guaranteed  loans  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  new  communities  can  be  absorbed  within  existing  resources. 
The  remainder  is  needed  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under 
Public  Law  90-206. 

B.  Substitute  the  following  requests  for  the  corres|)onding  requests 
transmitted  under  “Title  111 — Increased  Pay  Costs”,  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  91-50,  which  are  hereby  canceled: 


II.  Doc.  iU-.'i.-) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,300,000,  of  which  $13,000  shall  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses",  Ayriculiural  Research  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  00-364,  $158,000  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Pay¬ 
ments  n.nd  expenses".  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  pursuant  to 
said  section  201,  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Cooperative 
extension  work,  payments  and  expenses” ,  Federal  Extension  Service 
pursuant  to  said  section  201,  $160,000  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Payments  to  Stales  and  Possessions” ,  Consumer  and  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice,  pursuant  to  said  section  201  and  $12,000  from  the  amount  reserved- 
under  “Cropland  adjustment  program".  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  pursuant  to  said  section  201:  (and  release  of 
$156,000  reserved,  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration,  pursuant  to  said  section  201). 

This  revised  request,  iuvoh'iug  a  reduction  of  $491,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  as  required  by  section  201  of  Public  Lav  90-364.  tinder  this 
revised  request,  tlie  added  reserves  are  proposed  for  use  for  increased 
pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Lav  90-206. 

DEPART.MENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 

Panama  Canal  Compana'  Fund 

“Limitation  on  general  and  administrative  expense.s”,  {increase 
of  $130,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and  release 
of  $20,000  reserved,  under  tins  limitation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

Tliis  substitution  involves  a  reduction  of  $41,000  in  the  request 
previoush"  trausniitted  for  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses. 
Prospective  savings  in  other  areas  permit  the  reduction. 

DEPART.MENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 
WELFARE 

Health  Manpower 

“Health  manpower  education  and  utilization”;  {release  of  $201,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

'Phis  substitution  involves  a  reduction  of  $102,000  in  the  jireviously 
requested  release  of  Public  Law  90-364,  section  201  reserves.  Release 
ot  these  reserves  sliould  have  been  requested  for  “Dental  health 
activities”. 


Di.sease  Prevention  .vnd  Environmental  Control 

“Air  pollution”;  {release  of  $519,000  reserved,  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

Health  Services 

“Communitj'’  health  services”;  {release  of  $590,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $2,193,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  j  rom  the  appropriation  for  “Communicable  diseases" , 
Public  Health  Service,  {and  release  of  $91,000  reserved  under  “Patient 
rare  and  special  health  services"  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 


II.  Doc.  yi-.').-) 


o 


“Hospital  construction  activities”;  {release  of  $169,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

Plxcluding  “Health  manpower”,  the  foregoin"  substitutions  involve 
reductions  of  $143,000  in  previously  requested  releases  of  Public  Law 
90-364,  section  201  reserves.  These  reductions  are  possible  because  of 
more  recent  estimates  of  pay  costs  that  can  be  absorbed. 


DEPARTiMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 


Moutg.\ge  Credit 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative  expenses, 
Federal  housing  administration”;  (increase  of  $465,000  in  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  administrative  expenses  and  increase  of  $2,000,000  in  the 
limitation  on  non-administrative  expenses) ; 

This  is  a  reduction  of  $1,770,000  in  the  request  ])reviously  trans¬ 
mitted  for  the  limitation  on  non-administrative  expenses  and  antici¬ 
pates  higber  absorption  of  the  increased  pay  costs  tbrougb  administra¬ 
tive  action. 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
OfP’ICE  of  the  Secret.vry 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2.)7,0()0;  {and.  release  of  $134,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

d'his  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $75,000  in  the  request 
previously  transmitted,  is  projiosed  for  anticiiiated  increases  in 
executive  salaries  as  a  result  of  the  President’s  recommendations  for 
increases  in  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  salaries  in  accordance 
with  section  225(b)  of  Public  Law  90-206,  approved  December  16, 
1967. 

Intern.vl  Revenue  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $4.50,000;  {and  release  of  $564,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $314,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been  established 
under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  added  reserves  are 
proposed  for  use  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public 
Law  90-206. 


“Com])liance”,  $3,300,000;  {and  release  of  $20,360,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 

90-364); 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $3,510,000  iu  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  added  reserves 
are  proposed  for  use  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public 
Law  90-206. 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
F.vr.m  Credit  Administr.vtion 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses”,  {increase  of  $97,000 
in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses); 

A  higher  absorjition  from  available  funds  permits  this  reduction  of 
$10,000  in  the  previous  request. 


H.  Doc.  !tl-oo 
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National  Labor  Relations  Board 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $400,000;  {and  release  of  $848,000  re¬ 
served.  tinder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-S64); 

A  lumber  absorption  from  available  funds  permits  this  reduction  of 
$201,000  in  the  previous  request. 

Tariff  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  {release  of  $53,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  00-364): 

Tliis  substitution  requests  release  of  an  additional  $11,000  of  Public 
Law  90-364,  section  201  reserves  to  help  meet  the  additional  costs 
of  the  new  executive  pay  increases. 

C.  The  following  requests  transmitted  under  “Title  TII — Increas¬ 
ed  Pay  Costs”,  are  hereby  canceled: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 
WELFARE 

Health  Services 

“Emergency  hijalth  activities”;  [release  of  $202,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
00-364); 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

“Educational  broadcasting  facilities” ;  (release  of  $18,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

ddiese  cancellations,  involving  reductions  of  $220,000  in  previously 
requested  releases  of  section  201  reserves,  are  possible  because  of  more 
recent  estimates  of  increased  jtay  costs  that  can  be  absorbed. 


TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 


Bureau  of  Accounts 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $;19(),000; 

The  entire  $390,000  previously  retpiested  is  not  needed  because  of 
revised  estimates  of  ta.x  refund  payments  w'orkload. 

D.  Add  the  following  request  to  those  transmitted  under  “Title 
III — Increased  Pay  Costs”,  in  House  Document  91-50; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 
WELFARE 


Health  Manpower 


“Dental  health  activities”;  {Release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 


Release  of  section  201  reserves  in  tlie  amount  of  $102,000  was 
inadv’ertently  requested  under  House  Document  91-50  for  “Health 
manpower  education  and  utilization”  and  should  have  been  re((uested 
for  “Dental  liealth  activities”. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  amendments  be  transmitted  to  the 
Congress. 

Respectfully  yours. 


Robert  P.  M.ayo,  Director. 


c 


H.  Doc. 
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91st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  KEPEESENTATIVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  j  (No.  91-94 


BUDGET  AMENDMENTS  AND  SUPPLEMENTAI.  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969  AND  1970 


COMMUNICATION 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


TRANSMITTING 

AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  BUDGET  AND  PROPOSED  SUPPLENIENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  1969  AND  1970 


March  27,  1969. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered 

to  be  printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  March  26,  1969. 
The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  Tlie  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  as  amended,  recjuires 
that  I  submit  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  such  amendments 
to  tlie  budget  and  iirojiosed  supjilemental  appropriations  as  in  my 
judgment  are  necessary. 

The  Director  of  tlie  Bureau  of  tlie  Budget  has  virtually  completed 
a  detailed  review  of  1969  siqiplemental  requests  now  ])ending  before 
the  Congress.  The  acconqianying  1969  amendments  show  the  results 
of  that  review  to  date,  including: 

— reductions  of  $148,469,000  in  budget  authority 

— new  requests  totaling  $67,210,000  for  natural  disasters,  jiayments 
required  under  the  law,  crime  control  and  other  purposes. 

I  am  also  jirojiosing  amendments  to  the  1970  budget  which  vill 
hel])  provide  relief  from  higher  jirices  on  lumber  and  jilywood. 

As  required  by  law,  I  am  also  submitting  1968  and  i969  increases 
for  the  legislative  and  judicial  branches  totaling  $5,528,497. 

The  details  of  these  amendments  and  supplemental  apjiropriations, 
the  reasons  they  are  proposed,  and  an  e.xplanation  of  why  they  are 
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submitted  at  this  time  are  all  set  forth  in  the  enclosed  letter  to  me 
from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  concur  with  his 
comments  and  observations. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Richard  Nixon. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  26,  1969. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  for  your  consideration  proposed 
supplemental  appropriations  and  amendments  for  the  fiscal  years 
1968,  1969,  and  1970  in  the  following  amounts: 


Budget 

authority 

Release  of 
reserves 
under  Public 
Law  90-364 

Other  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
budget 
authority 

Legislative  brancli: 

126, 900 
3, 020, 597 

10,000 
2, 371, 000 

-81, 259, 000 
3,960,000 

The  judiciary: 

Executive  branch: 

837,000 

. 

-19, 769,000 
14,000,000 

I'dTO . - . 

Total: 

136, 900 
-75, 867, 403 
3, 960, 000 

837,000 

-19, 769,000 
14, 000,  OOO 

These  revisions  will  not  cause  the  limitations  established  by  Public 
Law  90-364  to  be  exceeded. 

For  the  legislative  branch  the  new  1969  budget  authonty  requested 
consists  of: 


New  supplemental  requests  herein- 
Itev'isious  to  title  III  of  II.  Doc.  91-50, 

Total _ 

For  the  judiciary  the  new  1969 
of : 


433  270 

“Increased  Pay  Costs” _  587,  327 

_  3,  020,  597 

budget  authority  requested  consists 


New  supplemental  requests  herein -  $431,  000  ; 

Revisions  to  title  II  of  H.  Doc.  91-50,  “Other  Proposed  Supple-  ! 

mental  Appropriations  for  Various  Programs  for  the  Fiscal  Year 

ending  June  30,  1969” -  b  870,  000  j 

Revisions  to  title  III  of  H.  Doc.  91-50,  “Increased  Pay  Costs -  70,  000  , 

Total _  2,  371,  000  j 

For  the  executive  branch,  as  you  know,  I  have  been  conducting  a  ,1 
comprehensive  retdew  of  the  major  1970  budget  requests  now  before  ■ 
the  Congress.  Although  the  review  has  not  been  oomiileted,  I  Intve 
identified  certain  1969  adjustments,  increases  and  decreases,  which 
can  be  forwarded  to  the  Congress  at  this  time.  I  am  also  including 
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additional  amounts  for  1969  and  1970  to  carry  out  your  program  to 
relieve  price  ])ressures  on  lumber  and  plywood.  The  reductions  I  am 
recommending  more  than  offset  the  increases  needed  to  provide  for 
critical  emergencies  and  for  essential  services  required  by  law. 

Recommended  revisions  for  the  executive  branch  are  as  follows: 

1970  BUDGET  AMENDMENTS 


Change  in 
budget 
autliority 

Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
budget 
authority 

Lumber  program: 

Depai’tment  of  Agriculture . . . . . . . . 

$3, 460. 000 
500,000 

$14, 000, 000 

Department  of  the  Interior . . . . 

Total  1970  amendments . . . . 

3, 960, 000 

14, 000, 000 

'Po  provide  relief  from  higher  prices  for  lumber  and  plywood,  the 
following  1970  changes  are  jiroposed: 

— An  increase  of  $3,460,000  to  the  Department  of  Agricultnre  to 
jirovide  additional  timber  from  national  forests  for  immediate 
sale.  A  supplemental  appropriation  of  $460,000  in  1969  is  also 
being  requested  to  initiate  this  program  immediately. 

— An  increase  of  $14,000,000  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
liquidate  contract  authority  required  to  provide  for  construction 
of  an  additional  500  miles  of  forest  roads  needed  to  fulfill  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  this  program. 

— An  increase  of  $500,000  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to 
make  available  additional  quantities  of  timber  from  Indian 
owned  lands.  A  supplemental  appropriation  request  of  $150,000 
in  1969  is  also  being  requested  to  initiate  this  program  im¬ 
mediately. 

The  1969  requests  for  this  program  are  included  in  the  table  below 
with  other  1969  requests: 


1969  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  REQUESTS  IN  RELATION  TO  PENDING 

H.  DOCS.  91-50  AND  91-85 


Change  in 
budget 
authority 

Release  of 
Pulilic  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Other  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
budget 
authority 

$57, 795, 000 

-134,600,000 

4, 871,000 
-9, 325, 000 

Revisions  to  H.  Docs.  91-50  and  91-85: 

Title  II,  “Other  Proposed  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  Various  Programs  for  the  Fiscal  Year  Ending 

$834, 000 
3,000 

-$20, 000, 000 
231, 000 

Title  ill,  “Increased  Pay  Costs”.- . 

Total  1969  adjustments . - 

-81, 259, 000 

837, 000 

-19,769,000 
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1969  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  REQUESTS— SUMMAR Y  OF  REDUCTIONS 

AND  INCREASES 


Change  in 
budget 
authority 

Release  of 
Public  Law 
90-364 
reserves 

Otlier  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
authority 

Summary: 

-.$148, 469, 000 

$837, 000 

-$19, 769, 000 

Increases: 

610, 000 
2,501,000 
35,  648,  000 
25,  018,  000 

1,  056,  000 

2,  377,  000 

Crime  prevention  and  control . 

Mandatory  payments . 

Subtotal,  increases . 

67,  210,  000 

Net  reductions . 

-81,  259, 000 

837, 000 

-19,769,000 

The  major  recommended  decrease,  $140,700,000,  reduces  the  re¬ 
quest  of  January  17,  1969,  contained  in  House  Document  No.  91-50 
for  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  results  primarily  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  miscellaneous  savings  to  the  previous  requests  for  Southeast 
Asia  operations  rec[uirements.  Other  significant  decreases  are  in  Labor, 
Commerce,  General  Services  Administration,  and  the  Peace  Corps. 

I  am  recommending  that  you  propose  release  of  $837,000  in  reserves 
accruing  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  to  be  applied  to 
additional  aiipropriation  requirements.  I  am  also  recommending 
decreases  totaling  $19,769,000  in  the  amount  requested  in  House 
Document  No.  91-50  under  the  heading  “Other  Proposals  Not 
Increasing  Budget  Authority.”  The  major  item  in  this  reduction  is  a 
reestimate  of  the  amounts  needed  to  liquidate  obligations  for  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  California. 

Increases  of  $2,501,000  are  recommended  for  the  Justice  Depart¬ 
ment  as  part  of  your  recently  announced  crime  preveiition  and  control 
program. 

Increases  required  for  natural  disasters  include:  a 

— $35,000,000  to  provide  additional  funding  for  the  Disaster  Relief  i 
appropriation  to  meet  current  and  future  demands  during  the 
remainder  of  1969.  Recent  disasters,  such  as  the  California  floods 
and  mudslides,  have  created  severe  demands  on  this  appropriation. 

— $500,000  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  repair  facilities 
damaged  during  the  California  floods. 

■ — $148,000  for  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  to  handle 
the  increased  number  of  major  aviation  accidents  requiring 
investigation. 

Increases  requested  for  mandatory  jmyments  include: 

— $20,000,000  for  the  Labor  Department  for  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  for  Federal  emjiloyees  and  ex-servicemen;  enactment 
of  this  appropriation  will  make  unnecessary  the  questionable 
practice  of  planning  to  use  subsequent  years’  monej^  to  cover 
current  year  payments  when  it  is  known  that  available  funds 
are  inadequate. 

— $4,800,000  for  the  Labor  Department  for  additional  payments  I 
for  employees  compensation  claims  and  expenses.  i 


— $218,000  for  tlie  Department  of  Ao-rieiiltiire  to  cover  additional 
mandatory  Federal  contributions  to  the  retirement  fund  for 
State  extension  personnel. 

An  additional  amount  of  $1,056,000  is  required  for  recently  enacted 
vay  increases  vliich  cannot  be  absorbed  or  covered  through  existing 
reserves. 

Su])|)lemental  api^ropriations  are  also  sought  for  the  following  other 
esse  n  ti al  p  i ir poses : 

— $200,000  to  increase  the  staff  capability  of  the  National  Security 
Council ; 

— $777,000  for  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  for  telecom¬ 
munications  research ; 

— $1,400,000  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  prevent  a 
massive  migration  of  screw-worms  in  the  spring. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  items  be  transmitted  to  the 
Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Robert  S.  Mayo. 
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Budget  amendments  jor  the  fiscal  year  1970. 


DEPAKTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

FOREST  SERVICE 


Budget  Bequest  Revised 

Appendix  Heading  pending  Amendment  request 

page 


197  Forest  protection  and  $196,  518,  000  $3,  460,  000  $199,  978,  000 

utilization.  Forest  land 
management. 

200  Forest  roads  and  trails  99,  570,  000  14,  000,  000  113,  570,  000 

(Liquidation  of  con¬ 
tract  authority) 


These  amendments  for  the  Forest  Service  will  permit  additional 
sale  preparation  of  an  estimated  640  million  board  feet  of  stumpage 
from  National  Forest  land  and  j)rovide  for  construction  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  500  miles  of  roads  needed  for  timber  management  objectives. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 


Budget 

Request 

Revised 

Appendix 

page 

Heading 

pending 

Amendment 

request 

561 

Resources  management- 

--  $55,  192,  000 

$500,  000 

$55,  692,  000 

These  additional  funds  will  provide  for  activities  in  management 
of  Indian  timber  lands  which  will  assist  in  increasing  timber  pro¬ 
duction. 

Proposed  supplemental  appropriations  jor  the  fiscal  years  1968  and 
1969. 


LEGISLATWE  BRANCH 

SENATE 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 

INQUIRIES  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Inquiries  and  investigations”, 
fiscal  year  1968,  $126,900. 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  legislative  branch  are  submitted  without  change. 

(7) 
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THE  JUDICIARY 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  ETNITED  STATES 
Printing  and  Binding  Supreme  Court  Reports 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding  Supreme 
Court  reports”,  $27,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding  Supreme 
Court  reports”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $10,000. 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  judiciary  are  submitted  without  change. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  COUNCIL 
Salaries  .a.nd  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000. 

Tliis  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  wotdd  jirovide  for  an 
additional  13  full-time  ])ermanent  positions  and  related  e.xpenses 
in  accordance  with  the  President’s  plan  to  revitalize  tlie  National 
Security  Council. 

OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS 
Salaries  and  Expenses,  Telecommunications 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  telecom¬ 
munications”,  $777,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  ex¬ 
perimentation  to  determine  the  extent  of  interference  between  satellite 
and  terrestrial  communications  systems. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
DISASTER  RELIEF 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Di.saster  relief”,  $35,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  relief 
for  areas  devastated  by  natural  disasters,  such  as  the  California 
floods  and  mudslides  which  occurred  in  January  1969. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expen.ses”,  for  “Plant 
and  animal  disease  and  pest  control”,  $1,400,000. 

Additional  funds  are  needed  to  maintain  the  barrier  zone  against 
the  entry  of  screwworm  flies  from  Mexico.  Weather  conditions  were 
unusually  favorable  for  the  insect  during  the  first  half  of  1969.  Addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  needed  to  increase  the  production  and  release  of 
sterile  flies  to  combat  a  massive  spring  buildup  of  this  costly  livestock 
pest  in  the  United  States. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicates  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  rejiorted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  March  20  1969. 
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EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  Extension  Work,  Payments  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Cooperative  extension  work, 
payments  and  expenses”,  for  “Retirement  and  employees’  com¬ 
pensation  costs  for  extension  agents”,  $218,000. 

Additional  funds  are  necessary  for  the  Extension  Servdce  to  cover 
the  mandatory  Federal  contributions  to  the  retirement  fund  for  State 
extension  personnel.  These  payments  are  tied  to  increases  in  salaries 
of  State  personnel. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
Construction 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $200,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Funds  are  requested  to  provide  for  repair  of  storm  damaged  facilities 
at  six  wildlife  refuges  m  California. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Unemployment  Compensation  for  Federal  Employees  and 

Ex-Servicemen 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Unemployment  compensation  for 
Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen”,  $20,000,000. 

Public  Law  91-2,  signed  February  9,  1969,  provided  a  1969  supple¬ 
mental  aijpropriation  of  $36,000,000.  Current  expei’ience  indicates 
that  an  additional  $20,000,000  will  be  required  for  1969  benefit  pay¬ 
ments. 

Substitute  the  following  reguests  for  the  corresponding  reguests  trans¬ 
mitted  under  “Title  I — Military  Operations  in  Southeast  Asia,”  in 
House  Document  No.  91-50,  which  are  hereby  canceled: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE,  MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Military  Personnel,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Army”, 
$136,200,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Navy”,  $21,- 
500,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Militarv  personnel.  Air  Force”, 
$146,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Army”,  $144,600,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Air 
Force”,  $307,300,000. 

H.  Doe.  01-94 - 2 


10 


PROCUREMENT 

Procurement  of  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Procurement  of  equipment  and 
missiles,  Army”,  $717,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

The  application  of  miscellaneous  program  changes  against  South¬ 
east  Asia  requirements  results  in  a  net  reduction  of  $25,500,000. 

The  following  requests  transmitted  under  “Title  I — Military  Opera¬ 
tions  in  Southeast  Asia,”  in  House  Document  No.  91-50,  are  hereby 
canceled: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 


“Military  personnel.  Marine  Corps” _  $6,  500,  000 

“Aircraft  procurement.  Air  Force” _  $102,  600,  000 


The  cancellation  of  these  requests  results  in  a  net  reduction  of 

$109,100,000. 

Substitute  the  following  requests  for  the  corresponding  requests  trans¬ 
mitted  under  “Title  II — Other  Proposed  Supplemental  Appropriations  for 
Various  Programs  for  the  Fiscal  Year  Ending  June  30, 1969”,  in  House 
Document  No.  91-60,  which  are  hereby  canceled: 

THE  JUDICIARY 

CUSTOMS  COURT 
Salaries  .'Vnd  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $155,850. 

COURTS  OF  APPEALS,  DISTRICT  COURTS,  AND  OTHER 
JUDICIAL  SERVICES 

Salaries  of  Judges 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”,  $2,075,000. 

Administrative  Office  of  the  United  St.ates  Courts 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “.Vdministrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts”,  $141,500,  and,  in  addition,  $10,000  which  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  “Expenses  of  referees”, 
fiscal  year  1969. 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  judiciary  are  submitted  without  change.  These  substitutions 
involve  increases  of  $1,870,000  from  the  previous  request. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
COUNCIL  OF  ECONOMIC  ADVISERS 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $107,000. 

This  revised  request  involves  a  net  reduction  of  $28,000  in  the 
previous  request.  The  amount  previously  requested  for  economic 
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studies  is  being  reduced  from  $135,000  to  $65,000.  This  reduction  of 
$70,000  is  partially  offset  by  increases  of  (1)  $31,000  for  increased 
pay  under  Public  Law  90-206  and  (2)  $11,000  for  new  executive  pay 
increases. 

This  appropriation  was  ap])ortioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicates  a  necessity  for  a  siq^plemental  appropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  March  14,  1969. 

DEPARTxMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
FOREST  SERVICE 
Forest  Protection  .\nd  Utilization 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and  utilization”, 
as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $25,028,000;  “Forest  re¬ 
search”,  $1,564,000;  and  “State  and  private  forestry  cooperation”, 
$124,000;  {and  release  of  $1,676,000  reserved  under  “Forest  protection 
and  utilization'’  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)- 

This  substitution  would  proCde  $460,000  for  additional  sale  jirep- 
aration  of  an  estimated  270  million  board  feet  of  stumpage  from 
National  Forest  land  in  1969. 

DEPARTxAIENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Reserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel.  Marine  Corps”, 
$8,800,000. 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $3,100,000,  reflects  a 
more  feasible  training  program  for  the  Adarine  Corps  Reserve. 

DEPARTAIENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  AIANAGEMENT 
Management  of  Lands  and  Resources 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  of  lands  and  re¬ 
sources”,  $10,410,000;  and  in  addition,  $1 ,803,000  {including 
$175,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-36 Jf) 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  for  “Water 
supply  and  water  pollution  control”,  fiscal  year  1969;  {and  release  of 
$276,000  reserved  under  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201). 

This  substitution,  involving  a  reduction  of  $450,000  from  the 
previous  request,  is  possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been 
established  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  which  can  be 
used  to  offset  increased  pay  and  costs  of  emergency  fire  suppression 
on  public  lands  during  the  1968  fire  season. 


12 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
Resources  Management 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”,  $2,- 
769,000:  (and  release  of  $426,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  • 

The  substitution  provides  an  additional  $150,000  for  management 
of  timber  resources  on  Indian  lands  to  assist  in  increased  production 
of  timber. 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
Land  and  Water  Conservation 

For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund” , 
as  authorized  by  section  4(b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (16  tl.S.C.  4601-7),  for  liquidation  of  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  against  such  fund  pursuant  to  law,  $19,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conservation”,  to 
be  derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund”  and  to 
remain  available  until  expended /or  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  section  3(b)(1)  of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law 
90-545),  $19,000,000. 

The  recommended  reduction  of  $20,000,000  in  this  supplemental  is 
based  on  revised,  but  still  preliminary,  estimates  of  the  amounts 
needed  to  liquidate  obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park,  California.  Four  of  the  major  timber  companies  affected  have 
indicated  that  they  woidd  prefer  to  be  compensated  in  land  and 
timber,  rather  than  cash,  to  the  extent  possible. 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
Management  and  Investigations  of  Resources 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investigations  of 
resources”,  $1,353,000;  (and  release  of  $139,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
Management  and  Protection 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  protection”, 
$2,479,000;  (and  release  of  $195,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

These  substitutions,  involving  reductions  from  the  previous  request 
of  $139,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  $20,000 
for  the  National  Park  Service,  are  possible  because  additional  reserves 
have  been  established  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  which 
can  be  used  to  offset  portions  of  the  previous  request. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

LEGAL  ACTIVITIES  AND  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  Expenses,  General  Legal  Activities 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general 
legal  activities”,  $1,537,000,  and,  in  addition  $100,000  which  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex- 
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penses”,  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201)  ; 

"J'his  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $216,000  in  the  previous 
I'equest,  is  ])ropose(l  to  enable  the  Criminal  Division  and  tlie  Tax 
Division  to  cope  more  effective!}"  with  the  increasing  level  of  criminal 
activity,  particularly  organized  crime. 

Salaries  and  Expenses,  United  States  Attorneys  and  Marshals 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  United 
States  attorneys  and  marshals”,  $2,810,000;  {and  release  of  $150,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  inv'olving  an  increase  of  $1,313,000  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  request,  is  for  proposed  staff'  increases  and  related  costs  and 
unanticipated  increases  in  overtime,  premium  pay,  transcripts  and 
guard  hire,  all  related  to  the  government-wide  effort  to  cope  more 
effectively  with  the  increasing  level  of  criminal  activities. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 
WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDARDS 
Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation 
employees’  compensation  claims  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Employees’  compensation  claims 
and  expenses”,  $15,900,000. 

This  substitution,  inY"ol\dng  an  increase  of  $4,800,000  in  the  request 
previously  transmitted,  is  proposed  for  mandatory  increases  in  benefit 
costs. 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 

S.ALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $650,000; 

(and  release  of  $81,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)- 

This  substitution  seeks  the  release  of  $81,000  of  reserves  established 
under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  which  ivere  not  included  in 
the  previous  request  of  this  amount;  $60,000  is  to  be  used  to  offset 
jiart  of  the  moving  and  rental  costs  related  to  neivly  acquired  space, 
and  $21,000  is  to  meet  the  additional  cost  of  the  new  executive  pay 
increases. 

Delete  the  request  for  the  following  appropriation  under  Title  II — • 
Other  Proposed  Supplemental  Appropriations  for  Various  Programs 
for  the  Fiscal  Year  Ending  June  30,  1060”  in  House  Document  No. 
01-50,  and  insert  the  following  proposed  apimopriation  under  “Title 
III — Increased  Pay  Costs”: 

DEPART.MENT  OF  LABOR 

Manpower  Administration:  “Office  of  Manpower  Administrator, 
salaries  and  expenses”;  (release  of  $313,000  reserved  wider  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 
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This  substitution  involves  a  reduction  of  $2,143,000  in  budget 
authority  and  $87,000  in  the  previously  requested  release  of  Public 
Law  90-364,  section  201  reserves.  The  amounts  previously  requested 
for  the  Labor  Mobility  and  Placement  Assistance  (bonding)  activities 
will  not  be  required  in  the  fiscal  year  1969.  The  revised  request  of 
$313,000  in  proposed  release  of  section  201  reserves  is  required  for 
increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

Add  the  follounng  pmposed  supplemental  appropriations  for  increased 
pay  costs  to  “Title  III — Increased  Pay  Costs”  in  House  Document  No 
91-50. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Senate:  “Compensation  of  the  Vice  President  and  Senators”, 
$458,270; 

House  of  Representatives:  Salaries,  mileage  for  the  Members, 
and  expense  allowance  of  the  Speaker:  “Compensation  of  Mem¬ 
bers”,  $1,975,000; 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  appeals,  district  courts,  and  other  judicial  services:  “Sal¬ 
aries  of  referees”,  $404,000; 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  legislative  branch  and  the  judiciary  are  submitted  without 
change.  These  additional  items  provide  increases  over  the  previous 
request  of  $2,433,270  for  the  legislative  branch  and  $404,000  for 
the  judiciary. 


Substitute  the  following  reguests  for  the  corresponding  reguests  trans¬ 
mitted  under  “Title  III — Increased  Pay  Costs”  in  House  Document  No. 
91-50,  as  amended  in  House  Document  No.  91-85,  which  are  hereby 
canceled: 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 


Senate: 

“Salaries,  officers  and  employees”,  $2,147,837; 

“Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate”,  $21,905; 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

“Senate  policy  committees”,  $27,190; 

“Inquiries  and  investigations”,  $370,640,  including  $14,460  Jcr 
the  Committee  on  A'p-pro'priations; 

Joint  items: 

“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $22,025; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $17,820; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $12,425; 

House  of  Representatives: 

“Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $12,935; 

“Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $40,875; 

Special  minority  employees: 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $3,760; 

“House  Republican  conference”,  $3,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $49,100; 

“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $3,090,000; 

Contingent  expen.ses  of  the  House: 

“Revision  of  laws”,  $1,490; 

Joint  items:  “Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation”, 
$27,2.50; 

Botanic  Garden:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $22,500; 

Library  of  Congress: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $766,000; 

Legislative  Reference  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$220,000; 
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THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States:  “Salaries”,  $120,000; 

Court  of  Claims:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $64,000; 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  legislative  branch  and  the  judiciary  are  submitted  without 
change.  These  substitutions  involve  increases  from  the  previous  re¬ 
quest  of  $587,327  for  the  legislative  branch  and  $70,000  for  the 
judiciary. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $32,000; 

,  This  revised  request,  involving  an  increase  of  $7,000  in  budget 
'  authority,  represents  increased  costs  for  executive  pay. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  “Payments  and  expenses”; 
{Release  of  $81,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution  involves  the  release  of  reserves  established  under 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  to  meet  increased  pat^  and  re¬ 
lated  costs  rather  than  the  transfer  of  this  amount  from  “Penalty 
mail  costs”  as  originally  proposed.  Available  funds  under  “Penalty 
mail  costs”  are  being  transferred  to  other  accounts  to  meet  increased 
pay  costs. 

General  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $224,000,  of 
which  $36,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  ‘'Payments  and 
expenses” ,  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  (and  release  of 
$30,000  reserved  under  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution  involves  transfer  of  $36,000  from  “Payments  and 
expenses”.  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  to  this  account  to 
I  meet  executive  pay  costs  resulting  from  salary  reforms  for  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  and  staff  offices. 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,- 
144,000,  of  which  $13,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Agricultural 
Research  Service  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364, 
$158,000  from  ‘‘Payments  and  expenses” ,  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service  (including  $44,000  from  the  amount  reserved 
pursuant  to  said  section  201),  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  ‘‘Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses” , 
Federal  Extension  Service  pursiiant  to  said  section  201,  $150,000 
from  “Payments  to  States  and  possessions”.  Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service,  and  $12,000  from  “Cropland  adjustment  pro¬ 
gram”,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and.  Conservation  Service;  (and 
release  of  $156,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 
Farmers  Home  Administration  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

This  language  is  in  substitution  for  language  currently  contained 
in  House  Document  No.  91-85  and  involves  the  reduction  of  $156,000 
from  the  previoTis  request  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs.  In 
addition,  it  deletes  previous  references  to  section  201  reserves  inad- 
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vertently  included  for  several  of  the  items  to  be  transferred  to  this 
account. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

General  Administration:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $293,000,  of 
ivhich  $76,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Operations  and 
administration” ,  Economic  Development  Assistance; 

This  substitution  involves  a  net  decrease  of  $27,000  in  budget 
authority  from  the  ])revious  request.  Included  in  this  net  decrease  is 
an  increase  of  $48,000  for  executive  jury,  which  is  more  than  offset 
by  the  proi:»osed  transfer  of  $75,000  from  the  Economic  Development 
Administration  to  this  account. 

Office  of  Business  Economics:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Operations  and  administration” , 
Economic  Development  Assistance;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved 
vnder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364); 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $75,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  the  amount  previously  requested  for 
budget  authority  may  now  be  obtained  by  transfer. 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $3,2.54,000:  (and  release  of  $786,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $2.35,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  $105,000  of  the  amount  previously 
requested  for  budget  authority  can  be  absorbed  within  available 
funds.  The  remaining  $130,000  of  the  $235,000  ])reviously  requested 
is  expected  to  come  from  additional  reserves  that  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364. 

^Maritime  Administration:  “Maritime  training”,  $100,000;  (and 
release  of  $99,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $99,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been  established 
under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  added  reserves  are  pro¬ 
posed  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 

IVIilitarv  personnel:  “Militarv  personnel.  Marine  Corps”, 

.$61,. 500, 000; 

A  higher  absorption  from  available  funds  permits  a  $3,000,000 
reduction  in  the  previous  request. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bnroau'’of JCommcrcial  Fi.sheries:  “Management  and  investiga¬ 
tions  of  resources”,  $628,000;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 

^90-364; 

National  Park  Service:  “Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of 
])hj’sical  facilities”,  $668,000;  (and  release  of  $115,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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Burea\i  of  S]>ort  Fisheries  and  Wildlife: 

“Aiiadroinous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”,  $9,000, 
xi'hu'h  shall  he  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  wider 
“Saline  water  conversion” ,  fiscal  year  1969,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Laiv  90-364; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $7S,000;  and  in  addition 
$4,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Operation  and  maintenance” ,  Southwestern  Power  Adminis¬ 
tration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

These  substitulions,  involving  reductions  of  $60,000  from  (he 
previons  request,  are  ])ossible  becanse  additional  reserves  have  been 
established  nnder  provisions  of  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364 
which  can  be  used  to  offset  increased  pay  and  related  costs  nnder 
Public  Law  90-206. 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $454,000; 

This  substitution  involves  an  increase  of  $46,000  for  executive 
salary  increases. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000, 
of  which  $87,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” ,  Office  of  the  Manpower 
Administrator,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

(and  release  of  $700,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses” , 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  pursuant  to  said  section  201); 

This  revised  request,  involving  a  reduction  of  $87,000  in  budget 
authority,  is  possible  because  of  the  ])roiiosed  transfer  of  reserves 
which  were  previously  requested  for  release  under  another  head. 
Under  this  revised  request,  the  added  reserves  are  proposed  for  use 
for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs:  “Salaries  and  expenses” , 
$6,787,000,  and,  in  addition,  $750,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Chamizal  settlement” ,  International  Boundary  and  Water 
Commission,  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  $83,000  from 
“Rama  Road,  Nicaragua” ; 

International  organizations  and  conferences:  “^Missions  to 
international  organizations”,  $153,000; 

These  substitutions,  involving  increases  of  $805,000  for  Salaries 
and  expenses  and  $35,000  for  iMissions  to  international  organizations, 
are  required  for  increases  in  executive  pay.  These  costs  are  propor¬ 
tionately  large  for  the  Department  of  State  because  its  appropriations 
finance  over  100  ambassadors  in  the  executive  pay  categories. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

“Operating  expcn.ses.  National  Archive.^  and  Records  Service”, 
$300,000;  (and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

A  higher  absorption  from  available  funds  permits  this  reduction  of 
$200,000  in  the  previous  request. 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Administrator”,  $119,000; 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $13,000  in  the  previous 
request,  is  proposed  to  meet  the  additional  costs  of  the  new  executive 
pay  increases. 
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OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Civil  Service  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,364,000; 

{and  release  of  $89,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

This  substitution  to  the  previous  request  proposes  a  $28,000  reduc¬ 
tion  in  budget  authority  and  a  $53,000  increase  in  release  of  Public  Law 
90-364,  section  201  reserves.  The  reduction  in  budget  authority  is 
possible  because  additional  reserves  have  been  established  under 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  remaining  $25,000  requested 
release  of  reserves  is  proposed  to  meet  the  additional  costs  of  the  new 
executive  pay  increases. 

Federal  Communications  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$970,000;  (and  release  of  $16,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $43,000  in  the  request 
previously  transmitted,  is  proposed  to  meet  the  additional  costs  of  the 
new  executive  pay  increases. 

Federal  Maritime  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$90,000;  (and  release  of  $76,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  involving  a  reduction  of  $18,000  from  the  previous 
request,  is  proposed  because  prospective  savings  in  other  activities 
permit  the  reduction. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$694,000;  (and  release  of  $199,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $24,000  in  the  request 
previously  transmitted,  is  proposed  to  meet  the  additional  costs  of  the 
new  executive  pay  increases. 

Smithsonian  Institution:  “Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Gallery 
of  Art”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  involving  a  decrease  of  $29,000  from  the  previous 
request,  is  proposed  because  of  savings  now  anticipated. 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$86,000;  (and  release  of  $77,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  i 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $83,000  in  the  previous 
re((uest,  is  proposed  to  meet  the  additional  costs  of  the  new  judicial 
pay  increases. 

United  States  Information  Agencv:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$3,500,000; 

This  substitution  involves  a  reduction  of  $867,000  from  the  previous 
request  and  results  from  scheduled  decreases  in  overseas  personnel 
occurring  more  rapidly  than  originally  estimated. 
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Delete  the  requests  jor  the  followimj  apjiropriations  under  “Title  III —  , 
Increased  Pay  Costs”  in  House  Document  No.  91-50,  and  insert  the 
Jollowing  proposed  appropriations  under  “Title  II — Other  Proposed 
Supplemental  Appropriations  jor  Various  Programs  jor  the  Fiscal  Year 
Ending  June  30,  1969”: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

Operations  and  Administration 

The  amount  required  to  he  advanced  from  “Operations  and  adminis¬ 
tration”  to  the  Small  Business  Administration  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  processing  of  loan  applications  is  hereby  reduced  to 
$1,200,000;  {and  release  of  $116,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
I  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  substitution  involves  an  $800,000  reduction  in  the  amount 
vhich  may  be  advanced  from  this  appropriation  to  the  Small  Business 
Administration  for  loan  processing  services.  It  will  eliminate  the  need 
for  $650,000  in  budget  authority  requested  in  the  previous  document 
for  increased  pay  costs  and  will  make  available  $150,000  for  transfer 
to  other  accounts  to  help  meet  increased  pay  costs. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Surveys,  Investigations,  and  Research 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations,  and 
research”,  $2,092,000,  of  which  $300,000  shall  remain  available  until 
June  SO,  1970. 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $300,000,  is  required  to 
repair  and  replace  stream-gaging  installations  damaged  and  de¬ 
stroyed  during  the  record-breaking  and  destructive  floods  which  hit 
southern  and  central  California  during  the  period  of  January  11,  1969, 

I  through  January  27,  1969.  The  funds  requested  would  remain  available 
until  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1970  for  efficient  operation  of  the  emergency 
repair  and  replacement  program.  The  amount  requested  for  increased 
pay  costs  under  this  appropriation  in  House  Document  No.  91-50, 
$1,792,000,  is  still  required. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

BUREAU  OF  NARCOTICS  AND  DANGEROUS  DRUGS 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,422,000; 

(and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $972,000  in  the  previous 
request,  is  for  additional  staff  to  control  the  rapidly  increasing  inci¬ 
dence  of  drug  abuse,  particularly  in  the  W ashington,  D.C.  area  and  es¬ 
pecially  in  relation  to  organized  crime.  Funds  are  also  requested  for 
equipment  and  instrumentation  of  five  regional  laboratories. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  BOARD 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

{and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  • 

This  substitution,  involving  an  increase  of  $148,000,  is  the  result  of 
a  substantial  increase  in  1969  in  the  number  of  major  aviation  acci¬ 
dents  requiring  full-scale  investigations.  Eleven  such  investigations 
were  conducted  in  fiscal  year  1968  as  coinjiared  to  18  in  the  first  7 
months  of  fiscal  year  1969. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicates  a  necessity  for  a  supiilemental  apiiropriation.  This  action 
was  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  March  13,  1969. 

The  following  reguests  transmitted  under  Title  III — Increased  Pay 
Costs,”  in  House  Document  No.  91-50,  are  hereby  canceled: 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Peace  Corps:  “Salaries  and  expenses” _ $1,  100,  000 

This  cancellation  results  from  reductions  in  the  research  program, 
in  vehicle  purchases,  in  School  Partnership  Program  costs,  and  in  the 
estimated  number  of  new  trainees  for  1969. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

“Operating  expenses.  Federal  Supply  Service” _ $1,  358,  000 

The  entire  $1,358,000  previously  requested  for  the  Federal  Supply 
Service  is  not  needed  because  more  recent  estimates  indicate  that 
the  entire  amount  for  increased  pay  costs  can  be  absorbed. 
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91st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Document 

1st  Session  j 

t  No.  91-18 

PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  AND 
OTHER  PROVISIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS  1968  AND 
1969 


COMMUNICATION 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 


TRANSMITTING 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONS  TO  AND  CHANGES  IN  THE  REQUESTS  FOR 
SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  A'EARS 
1968  AND  1969 


May  12,  1969. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to 

be  printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  12,  1969, 

Hon.  Spiro  T.  Agnew, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  ask  the  Congress  to  consider  additions  to 
and  changes  in  the  requests  for  supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1968  and  1969  as  follows: 

— $172,600,000  for  mandatory  payments  to  veterans; 

— $30,353,000  for  Federal  agency  expenses  of  recent  storms  and 
floods; 

— $17,305,407  in  budget  authority  and  $24,651,000  in  other 
]U'oposals  for  essential  needs  of  the  Executive  Branch  and 
— $1,700,000  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  1969  needs  of  the  Judiciary. 
The  details  of  all  of  these  proposals,  and  the  reasons  therefor,  are  set 
forth  in  the  enclosed  letter  to  me  from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  I  concur  with  liis  comments  and  observations. 
Respectfully  yours, 

Richard  Nixon. 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  12,  1969. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  for  your  consideration  additions 
and  changes  to  proposed  sujiplemental  appropriations.  These  items 
increase  amounts  requested  for  the  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969  as 
follows : 


Budget 

authority 

Release  of 
reserves 
under  Public 
Law  90-364 

Other  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
budget 
authority 

The  Judiciary: 

1988  .  . - . 

.$850, 000 
850,000 
220, 258, 407 

1969  . . 

$4,000 

$24, 647, 000 

Total: 

1968  . - . . 

850,000 
221, 108, 407 

1969 . . . - . 

4,000 

24, 647, 000 

Both  items  for  the  Judiciary  are  to  meet  unanticipated  costs  of  the 
court-appointed  counsel  and  are  submitted  without  change  as  required 
by  law. 

For  the  Executive  branch,  the  requests  are  distributed  as  follows: 


Budget 

authority 

Release  of 
reserves 
under 

Public  Law 
90-364 

Other  pro¬ 
posals  not 
increasing 
budget 
authority 

New  supplemental  requests: 

Title  11  (H.  Doc.  91-50)... . 

$25,  950,  000 

$147, 000 

Title  HI  (H.  Doc.  91-50) . 

$4,000 

Claims  and  Judgments  (H.  Doc,  91-101) . 

228, 407 

181, 664,  000 
-119,000 

12,  635, 000 

Revisions  to  H.  Doc.  91-50  and  H.  Doc.  91-94: 

Title  II . . 

Title  III _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8,000,000 

16, 500, 000 

Deletions  from  Title  HI  and  insertions  under  Title  II  (H.  Doc. 
91-50) . . . . . 

Total-- . - . 

220,  258, 407 

4,000 

24,  647, 000 

The  decrease  requested  in  Title  III  includes  a  reduction  of  $128,000 
in  amounts  requested  for  increased  pay  costs  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

Of  the  $220,386,407  increase  in  the  budget  authority  requested  for 
the  Executive  branch,  $172,600,000  is  for  mandatory  payments  by 
t'lhe  Veterans  Administration  for  compensation,  pension  and  educa¬ 
tional  benefits.  These  increases  result  from  unexpected  rises  in  the 
number  of  eligible  claimants  and  the  amount  of  the  average  payment. 
Another  $30,353,000  is  for  rescue  work  and  repair  of  damage  caused 
by  the  recent  storms  in  California  and  floods  in  the  Mid-West  and 
other  parts  of  the  Nation.  The  remaining  items  include  (1)  a  request 
of  $7,611,000  for  the  Veterans  Administration  to  provide  for  wage 
board  pay  increases  under  the  new  coordinated  Federal  Wage  Systfem; 
(2)  a  request  of  $4,634,000  for  the  consolidation  of  Department  of 
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Transportation  operations  \vhicli  is  more  than  offset  by  a  decrease 
of  $6,810,000  for  fiscal  year  1970  estimates  for  the  same  purpose 
transmitted  in  House  Document  No.  91-100;  and  (3)  a  request  of 
$2,781,000  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  meet  costs  of 
education  and  welfare  services  for  Indians  resulting  from  a  larger 
number  of  eligible  claimants  and  greater  average  payments  than 
expected. 

Finally,  $228,407  is  requested  to  pay  claims  and  judgments  ren¬ 
dered  against  the  United  vStates. 

The  release  of  $4,000  from  reserves  is  requested  for  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs. 

Other  proposals  not  increasing  budget  authority,  totaling  $24,647,- 
000,  include  an  increase  of  $16,500,000  in  limitations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  for  higher  health  insurance 
f  intermediary  costs  due  to  unexpected  increases  in  workloads  and 
unit  costs  and  a  transfer  of  $8,000,000  between  accounts  in  the  Post 
Office  Department  to  meet  unanticipated  overtime  costs  and  summer 
employment  costs. 

The  details  of  these  proposals  are  included  in  the  attachment  to 
this  letter.  I  have  examined  these  additions  and  revisions  and  have 
determined  that  they  will  not  cause  the  limitations  established  by 
Public  Law  90-364  to  be  exceeded.  I  recommend  that  you  transmit 
them  to  the  Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Acting  Director. 
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Add  the  following  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  to 
Title  II  of  House  Document  No.  91-^0: 

THE  JUDICIARY 

COURTS  OF  APPEALS,  DISTRICT  COURTS,  AND  OTHER 
JUDICIAL  SERVICES 

Fees  and  Expenses  of  Coukt-Appointed  Counsel 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fees  and  expenses  of  court- 
appointed  counsel”,  iiscal  j'ear  1968,  $850,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fees  and  expenses  of  court- 
appointed  counsel”,  fiscal  year  1969,  $850,000. 

As  provided  by  statute,  j)ro])osed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  Judiciary  are  submitted  without  change. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCE  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  in  the  appropriation  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  Appropriation  Act,  1969, 
for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned  officers  and  payments  under  the 
Retired  Serviceman’ s  Family  Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  in  that  appropriation  for  such  expenses. 

This  proposal  would  increase  the  amount  available  for  retirement 
pay  of  commissioned  officers  and  payments  under  the  Retired  Service¬ 
man’s  Family  Protection  Plan  by  $147,000.  The  increase  is  requested 
because  of  an  unanticipated  rise  in  the  number  of  retirees,  and  because 
Public  Law  90-207  and  changes  in  10  U.S.C.  1401c  have  raised  the 
amount  jiayable  to  retirees  by  3.9  per  cent. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CFVHL 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
Corps  of  Engineers — Civil 

FLOOD  control  AND  COASTAL  EMERGENCIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  control  and  coastal 
emergencies”,  $25,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  sujiplemental  appropriation  will  provide  funds  for 
flood  emergency  preparation,  flood  fighting  and  rescue  ojierations, 
and  emergency  repair  and  restoration  of  flood  control  works  caused 
by  the  floods  in  California  and  the  spring  snowmelt  floods  in  the 
midwest  and  other  parts  of  the  Nation. 

(5) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

OFFICE  OF  TERRITORIES 
Administration  of  Territories 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administration  of  territories”. 
$950,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $950,000 
for  the  purchase  and  installation  of  a  3,000-kw  electrical  generator  for 
American  Samoa  due  to  increasing  power  demand  and  recent  failure 
of  existing  generatmg  equipment. 

Substitute  the  following  requests  for  the  corresponding  requests 
transmitted  in  Title  If  of  House  Document  No.  91-50,  as  amended 
in  House  Document  No.  91-94,  which  are  hereby  canceled: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Surveys,  Investigations,  and  Research 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations,  and 
research,”  $2,242,000,  of  which  $4-60,000  shall  remain  available  until 
June  SO,  1970. 

As  previously  transmitted,  this  proposed  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  requested  $300,000  for  the  repair  and  replacement  of  stream- 
gaging  installations  in  southern  and  central  California  destroyed  or 
damaged  by  the  floods  of  January  11-27,  1969,  and  $1,792,000  for 
increased  pay  and  related  costs.  An  additional  $150,000  is  now  re- 
c[uested  for  the  repair  and  replacement  of  other  stream-gaging  facilities 
damaged  in  the  subsequent  floods  of  February  23-24,  1969. 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
Construction 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $400,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

This  substitution  involves  an  additional  $200,000  for  repairs  to  the 
embankments  of  the  Soo  Line  Railroad  running  through  the  Des 
Lacs  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  North  Dakota,  for  which  the 
Federal  Government  is  responsible.  The  rail  spur  is  used  to  transport 
wheat  to  market,  and,  unless  the  damage  caused  by  the  recent  floods 
is  repaired,  this  service  will  not  be  available  to  farmers  in  the  area. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
Construction 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $1,103,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $100,000 
for  the  Washington  Channel  Parking  Study  required  by  Public  Law 


90- 483  of  August  13,  1968,  as  requested  in  House  Document  No. 

91- 50.  An  additional  $1,003,000  is  now  requested  for  the  repair  of 
buildings  and  utilities  in  National  Park  Service  areas  damaged  in 
recent  floods,  heavy  snows,  and  storms. 

VETERANS  AD^IINISTRATION 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pensions”, 
$276,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  substitution  involves  $97,600,000  in  addition  to  the  amount 
requested  in  House  Document  No.  91-50.  The  amended  supplemental 
appropriation  would  provide  (1)  $167,136,000  for  increased  rates  of 
'  compensation  to  disabled  veterans  under  Public  Law  90-493  of 
August  19,  1968,  and  for  unanticipated  increases  arising  from  Vietnam 
era  caseload  and  other  uncontrollable  factors;  (2)  $106,664,000  for 
an  increase  in  the  income  limitation  and  higher  pension  rates  under 
Public  Law  90-275  of  March  28,  1968,  together  with  increased  costs 
associated  with  unexpected  shifts  in  pension  caseloads;  and  (3) 
$2,800,000  to  implement  the  part-time  vocational  rehabilitation  train¬ 
ing  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-431  of  July  26,  1968. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  which 
indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  appropriation.  These  actions 
were  reported  to  the  Congress  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  November  19,  1968,  and  March  20,  1969. 

READJUSTMENT  BENEFITS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Readjustment  benefits”,  $.89,200,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  substitution  involves  $75,000,000  in  addition  to  the  amount 
requested  in  House  Document  No.  91-50.  The  amended  supplemental 
\  appropriation  would  provide  $89,200,000  to  meet  the  costs  of  ex¬ 
panded  and  liberalized  educational  benefits  under  Public  Law  90-631 
of  October  23,  1968,  and  to  meet  costs  of  unexpected  increases  in 
trainee  caseloads  and  unit  costs  of  training. 

MEDICAL  CARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $.53,800,000:  (and 
release  of  $15,167,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

This  substitution  involves  $7,6 1 1 ,000  of  budget  authority  in  addition 
to  the  amount  requested  in  House  Document  No.  91-50.  The  amended 
supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $14,794,000  to  meet 
increased  costs  due  to  unanticipated  workload  increases,  and  the 
increase  of  travel,  postal,  and  per  diem  rates  pursuant  to  adminis¬ 
trative  action  and  Public  Laws  90-429  and  90-432  of  July  26,  1968. 
It  would  also  provide  $31,395,000  of  budget  authority  and  $8,167,000 
from  released  reserves  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under 
Public  Law  90-206.  Finally,  it  would  provide  $7,611,000  of  budget 
authority  and  $7,000,000  from  released  reserves  for  wageboard 
pay  increases  under  the  new  Coordinated  Federal  Wage  System. 

This  appropriation  was  apportioned,  and  subsequently  reappor¬ 
tioned,  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
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(31  U.S.C.  665),  on  a  basis  wliicb  indicated  a  necessity  for  a  supjde- 
mental  appropriation.  These  actions  were  reported  to  the  Congress 
by  the  Director  of  tlie  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  November  19,  1968, 
and  March  26,  1969. 

Add  the  following  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  to  Title 
III  of  House  Document  No.  91-50: 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board;  “Limitation  on  administrative 
expenses,  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corporation”, 

(Release  of  $4,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  proposed  release  of  reserves  is  based  on  the  most  recent 
estimate  of  reserves  which  are  required  to  be  established  by  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364  but  which  are  needed  to  meet  the  cost  of  pay 
increases. 

Substitute  the  following  requests  for  the  corresponding  requests 
transmitted  in  Title  III  of  House  Document  No.  91-50,  which  are 
hereby  canceled: 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Bureau  of  the  Budget:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $50,000;  (and 
release  of  $365,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364); 

This  substitution,  involving  a  reduction  of  $128,000  in  budget 
authority  from  the  previous  request,  is  possible  because  the  employ¬ 
ment  limitation  provision  of  Public  Law  90-364  is  resulting  in  less 
average  employment  than  originally  forecast. 

POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 
(OUT  OF  POSTAL  FUND) 

“Administration  and  regional  operation”;  (Release  of  $2,107,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364); 

“Research,  development,  and  engineering”,  .$500,000; 

“Operations”,  $257,071,000,  of  lohich  $62,000,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  for  '‘Transportation” . 

These  substitutions  cancel  the  requests  of  $3,304,000  in  budget 
authority  for  the  Administration  and  regional  operations  account 
and  $467,000  in  budget  authority  for  the  Supplies  and  serGces 
account  transmitted  in  House  Document  No.  91-50.  These  decreases 
are  offset  by  the  present  request  for  an  additional  $3,771,000  in  budget 
authority  in  the  Operations  account.  In  addition,  a  transfer  of  $8,000,- 
000  is  proposed  to  the  Operations  account. 

Additional  overtime  costs  due  to  bad  wdnter  weather  conditions  and 
increased  personnel  costs  in  the  summer  emplo3unent  program  make 
these  shifts  of  funds  necessary. 
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OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission:  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $41,000; 

This  revised  request,  involving  an  increase  of  $9,000  in  budget  au- 
thorit}^  represents  increased  costs  for  executive  pay. 

Delete  the  requests  for  the  following  appropriations  under  Title 
III  of  House  Document  No.  91-50,  and  insert  the  following  pro¬ 
posed  supplemental  appropriations  in  Title  II  of  the  same  docu¬ 
ment: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
Flood  Prevention 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  prevention”,  $4,224,000, 
of  which  $4,000,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  emer¬ 
gency  measures  for  runoff  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention,  as 
provided  by  section  216  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950  {33  U.S.C.  701 
b-1):  (and  release  of  $128,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)- 

This  proposed  sujiplemental  appropriation  includes  $224,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $128,000  in  released  reserves  for  increased  pay 
and  related  costs  as  requested  on  January  17,  1969  (H.  Doc.  No. 
91-50).  An  additional  $4,000,000  is  now  requested  to  fund  work  to 
prevent  further  damage  from  flooding  and  soil  erosion  in  parts  of 
California  and  Nevada,  and  potentially  in  areas  of  the  West  and 
Northwest. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADiNIINISTRATION 
Limitation  on  Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Limitation  on  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  $34,647,000,  to  be  expended,  as  authorized  by  section 
201(g)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  from  any  one 
or  all  of  the  trust  funds  referred  to  therein. 

As  previously  submitted,  this  proposed  supplemental  requested 
an  increase  of  limitation  of  $18,147,000  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206.  An  additional  increase  of  $16,500,000 
in  the  limitation  is  now  requested  for  higher  health  insurance  inter¬ 
mediary  costs  due  to  increase  of  workloads  and  higher  unit  costs. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
Education  and  Welfare  Services 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare  services”, 
$.5,624,000:  (and  release  of  $415,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)- 

This  revised  request  would  provide  an  additional  $2,781,000  for 
unanticipated  increases  in  the  average  monthly  caseload  and  the  size 
of  payment  per  jierson  in  the  general  assistance  and  child  welfare 
programs. 
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BUREAU  OF  MINES 
Health  and  Safety 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  safety”,  $750,000, 
and,  in  addition,  $847,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Solid  waste  disposal”. 

This  revision  involves  an  additional  $750,000  for  the  improvement 
of  the  Federal  health  and  safety  program  for  coal  miners,  including 
the  accelerated  hiring  and  training  of  coal  and  metal  mine  inspectors, 
acceleration  of  research  on  dust  production  and  control,  and  the 
upgrading  of  the  training  of  mine  inspectors. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $5,079,000, 
of  which  $4,634,000,  shall  remain  available  until  June  SO,  1971,  for 
necessary  expenses  in  connection  with  the  consolidation  of  Departmental 
activities  into  the  Southwest  Area  of  Washington,  D.C. 

As  previously  submitted,  this  proposed  supplemental  appropriation 
requested  $445,000  for  increased  pay  costs.  An  additional  $4,634,000 
is  now  requested  for  the  consolidation  of  various  headc[uarter  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  in  one  location  in  Southwest 
Washington,  D.C.  The  amount  is  more  than  offset  by  the  elmiination 
of  a  request  for  the  same  purpose  included  in  the  1970  budget. 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

U.S.  SECRET  SERMCE 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,808,000. 

This  substitution  involves  an  additional  $470,000  for  anticipated 
costs  arising  from  unforeseen  travel  in  connection  with  various  pro¬ 
tective  missions  and  security  assignments,  reimbursement  of  certain 
moving  expenses  of  employees  reassigned  to  permanent  protective 
details  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  89-516,  and  for  leasing  multi¬ 
purpose  rooms  (security  rooms,  temporary  command  posts  and  rooms 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  principals  protected)  for  protective 
duties.  The  request  also  includes  $1,338,000  for  increased  pay  costs 
under  Public  Laws  90-206  and  90-320,  which  was  submitted  earlier 
in  House  Document  No.  91-50. 


CLALMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 


For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  departments 
and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  rendered  against 
the  United  States  by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  and 
United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in  House  Document 
Numbered  — ,  Ninety-first  Congress,  $228,407,  together  with  such 
amounts  as  may'  be  necessary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  speci¬ 
fied  in  such  judgments  or  provided  by'  law)  and  such  additional  sums 
due  to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary^  to  pay' 

,  claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judgment  herein 

I  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become  final  and  con¬ 

clusive  against  the  United  States  by'  failure  of  the  parties  to  appeal 
or  otherwise:  Provided  further.  That  unless  otherwise  specifically' 
required  by  law  or  by  the  judgment,  payment  of  interest  wherever 
appropriated  for  herein  shall  not  continue  for  more  than  thirty-  days 
after  the  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 

DAMAGE  CLAIMS 
Department  of  Defense 
Department  of  the  Army 

Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20310,  November  21,  1968. 
Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered 
and  found  meritorious  in  an  amount  exceeding  $15,000  the  claim  of 
)  Mrs.  Pierrette  Pirin  Riberolles,  16,  Rue  Grande  Fontaine,  Cournon 
d’  Auvergne  63  (Puy  de  Dome),  France.  This  action  was  taken  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  10  U.S.C.  section  2734  yvluch  authorizes  the 
settlement  of  claims  for  jiroperty  loss  or  damage,  or  jiersonal  injury 
or  death,  suffered  in  a  foreign  country  by  an  inhabitant  thereof, 
yvhen  caused  by  civilian  employees  or  military  personnel,  or  otherwise 
incident  to  noncombat  activities,  of  one  of  the  military  departments 
of  the  United  States. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  amount  allowed  follows: 

The  claim  of  Mrs.  Pierrette  Pirin  Riberolles,  widow'  of  Henri  Rene  Riberolles' 
for  herself  and  on  behalf  of  her  minor  son,  Vincent  Riberolles,  and  her  minor 
daughter,  Anne  Riberolles,  is  in  the  total  amount  of  407,846.18  French  francs 
(approximately-  $83,2^3.91)  for  damages  suffered  because  of  the  death  of  Mr. 
Riberolles  as  the  result  of  a  traffic  incident  which  occurred  on  September  6,  196.o, 
in  France.  Mr.  Riberolles  was  operating  his  automobile  on  a  highway  betw-een 
V'ersailles  and  St.  Germain  en  Lay'e,  proceeding  in  a  northerly  direction.  A  United 
States  Army  vehicle  operated  by  a  member  of  the  United  States  Army^,  not  acting 
wdthin  the  scope  of  his  employ-ment,  travelling  in  the  same  direction  at  a  high 
rate  of  speed,  struck  the  vehicle  operated  by  Mr.  Riberolles.  Both  vehicles  were 
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damaged  beyond  repair.  I\Ir.  Riberolles  was  fatallj^  injured,  as  was  the  operator 
of  the  military  vehicle  and  one  of  his  passengers. 

The  claim  was  presented  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute.  It  is  deemed 
meritorious  and  the  sum  of  147,477.20  French  francs  (approximately  $30,097. .39) 
has  been  found  to  be  just  and  reasonable.  This  sum  has  been  apportioned  in  the 
following  manner: 

A.  To  Mrs.  Pierrette  Pirin  Riberolles,  widow  of  Henri  Rene  Riberolles,  in¬ 
dividually,  102,643.04  francs  (approximately  $20,947. .56). 

B.  To  the  duly  appointed  legal  guardian  of  I'incent  and  Anne  Riberolles,  minor 
son  and  daughter  of  Henri  Rene  Riberolles,  44,834.16  francs  (approximately 
$9,149.83),  which  represents  22,758.92  francs  apportioned  to  Vincent  Riberolles 
and  22,075.24  francs  to  Anne  Riberolles. 

The  guardian  of  the  minor  children  and  Mrs.  Riberolles,  individually,  have 
agreed  to  accept  the  amounts  apportioned  to  them  in  full  satisfaction  and  final 
settlement  of  the  claim. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  cited  statute,  the  claim  is  certified  to 
Congress  as  a  legal  claim  in  the  amount  found  just  and  reasonable  for  payment  out 
of  any  appropriation  that  may  be  made  by  Congress  therefor.  It  is  recommended  | 
that  nece.ssary  funds  be  appropriated  to  effect  payment  of  the  sum  of  147,477.20 
French  francs,  apportioned  as  set  forth  above. 

Amount  claimed,  407,846.18  French  francs  (approximately  $83,233.91);  amount 
reported,  147,477.20  French  francs  (approximately  $30,097.39). 


Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  W.  Hayw^ard, 

Colonel,  GS  Executive. 


Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.  20310,  April  17, 1969. 

Hon.  Robert  P.  Mayo, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Mayo:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described  which  concerns  property 
damage.  The  settlement  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2733.  The  Act  provides  for  settlement  of 
claims  for  damage  to  property  caused  by  the  activities  of  a  member 
of  the  United  States  Army  while  engaged  in  a  noncombat  activity. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amount  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

Anschutz  Land  Company,  Ltd.,  a  limited  partnership,  Denver,  Colo.,  repre¬ 
sented  by  Ray,  Quinney,  and  Nebeker,  attorneys  at  law,  suite  400,  Deseret 
Building,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111,  has  filed  a  claim  for  $607,500  for  diminution 
of  value  of  its  land.  The  claim  of  Anschutz  Land  and  Livestock  Company,  Inc., 
for  $431,951.68,  as  amended,  for  the  loss  of  6,249  sheep  arising  out  of  the  same 
incident  was  previously  approved  by  the  Secretar}'  of  the  Army  in  the  amount  of 
$376,685;  $5,000  being  paid  bj'  the  Department  of  the  Arm}’  and  the  balance  being 
appropriated  by  Congress. 

On  iMarch  13,  1968,  a  persistent  chemical  nerve  agent  was  sprayed  from  a  high- 
performance  aircraft  during  a  test  conducted  at  Dugwa}'  Proving  Ground,  Utah. 
The  next  day  sheep  on  the  claimant’s  ranch  at  White  Rock,  approximately  27 
miles  east  of  the  test  site,  began  dying.  On  Alarch  15,  a  large  number  of  sheep 
started  dying  in  another  herd  farther  to  the  east  in  Skull  Valley.  In  all,  sheep  at 
three  separate  locations  on  the  ranch  were  affected.  Based  on  numerous  tests  con¬ 
ducted  by  various  Government  agencies,  it  was  concluded  that  the  chemical  com¬ 
pound  found  in  the  snow,  water,  and  grass  and  in  the  blood,  liver,  and  stomach 
contents  of  the  dead  sheep  was  related  to  nerve  agent  samples  provided  by  Dug- 
way  Proving  Ground.  It  was  also  concluded  that  some  of  the  nerve  agent  tested 
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at  Dugway  Proving  Ground  on  March  13,  1968,  was  deposited  on  the  claimant’s 
land  in  Skull  Valley.  As  a  result  of  this,  the  claimant  was  precluded  from  utilizing 
the  affected  locations,  which  constituted  a  substantial  portion  of  its  Skull  Valley 
ranch,  until  October  17,  1968,  when  it  was  notified  the  land  was  again  usable.  At 
that  date,  the  claimant  was  unable  to  purchase  replacement  sheep  for  the  1968- 
1969  grazing  season. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  payable  in  the  amount  of  $198,309.30. 
This  amount  is  based  on  the  amount  of  prospective  net  revenue  lost  by  the  claim¬ 
ant  as  a  result  of  not  being  able  to  utilize  all  of  its  land  in  Skull  I’alley  the  summer 
and  fall  of  1968  and  the  winter  of  1968-1969  as  a  result  of  the  incident.  The  claim¬ 
ant  has  agreed  to  accept  this  amount  as  outlined  in  the  attached  settlement 
agreement.  The  full  amount  due  the  claimant  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable 
to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  of  payment. 

The  payment  of  this  claim,  together  with  that  previously  made  to  Anschutz 
Land  and  Livestock  Company,  Inc.,  will  settle  in  full  all  claims  of  the  Anschutz 
interests  arising  out  of  the  March  13,  1968,  incident.  No  further  claims  are 
pending  out  of  the  Skull  Valley  incident. 

The  amount  claimed,  $607,500;  amount  paid,  none;  amount  reported, 
$198,309.30. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Assistant  Secretary  of 


Eugene  jSI.  Becker, 
the  Army  {Financial  Management). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Ai^ropriations  Committee  reported  secon^supplemental 
appropriation  bi^.  Rep.  Patman  expressed  concern  over  "r^al  poverty." 
Rep.  Leggett  cr^icized  proposed  closing  of  Job  Corps  Centei 
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1«  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R. 
11400,  the  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  91-252) 
(p.  H3752).  At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  table  reflecting  the  Committee 
action  on  items  for  this  Department.  The  bill  includes  the  following 
provision : 

"Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not  exceed 
$192,900,000,000:  Provided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  proposals 
varies  from  the  President's  recommendations  thereon,  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending,  and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly 
adjusted. 

'?The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  periodically 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of  this  section. 

The  first  such  report  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subsequent  reports  shall 
be  made  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  session  of  the 
Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  q[uarter  tliereaf ter." 


2.  RESEARCH.  The  Science  and  Astivanautics  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  R.  112'A^  NASA  autly^ization  for  fiscal  year  1970, 
p.  D395, 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Science  a^d  As^onautics  Committee  approved  for 
full  committee  action  H.  J.  Res.  589\  yrging  support  of  the  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  as  well  as  oth)^  persons  and  organizations,  both 
public  and  private,  for  the  internataorWl  biological  program,  H.  R.  35, 
amended,  to  promote  the  advancement:  of  sMence  and  the  education  of 
scientists  through  a  national  program  of  rnstitutional  grants  to  the  colleges 
and  universities  of  the  U.  S.,y^d  H.  R.  42^4,  to  authorize  appropriations 
to  carry  out  the  Standard  Ref^ence  Data  Act\  p.  D395. 

3.  JOB  CORPS.  Rep,  Leggett  cr^icized  the  "deci siorK  . .  to  close  50  Job  Corps 

Conservation  centers"  and/inserted  supporting  articles.  pp.  H3706-11, 

4.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep,  An^^ews,  N.  Dak.,  commended  "Operation  Foresight,"  the 

President's  flood  p^aredness  program  initiated  last\ebruary ,  pp,  H3713-15, 

5.  SUGAR.  Received  the  Florida  Legislature  a  memorial  relative  to  amending 

the  Sugar  Act  to/^llow  the  mainland  cane  sugar  area  to  fil'Ka  portion  of  the 
unused  Puerto  ^co  quota.  p.  H3754, 

6.  NATIONAL  ISSJ/ES.  Rep,  Monagan  inserted  an  editorial  he  submi tte^.  f or  publica¬ 

tion,  'Th^National  Issues"  including  items  of  interest  to  this  Department, 
p.  H3745.^  ^ 


INFORMATION;  ETHICS.  H.  R.  11369  by  Rep .MacGregor ,  to  require  quarterly 
^disclosure  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  of  the  sourct 
id  amount  of  all  outside  income  received  by  any  person  serving  as  a  Fy^eral 
juHge,  a  Member  of  Congress,  or  a  policymaking  official  in  the  execut/ve 
of  the  Government;  to  Judiciary  Committee. 

H.  11370  by  Rep.  MacGregor,  to  make  it  a  Federal  crime  for  anyone  to 


bran( 


pay,  or  ^  offer  to  pay,  and  for  any  Federal  judge.  Member  of  Co^ress,  or 


policymaki'hg  official  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government^to  receive, 
any  sum  greater  than  $500  for  a  speech,  published  work,  professional  service, 


personal  appea^nce,  or  otherwise  by  the  honorarium;  to  Judiciary  Committe. 

H.  R.  11380  bV  Rep.  Ruppe  same  as  above  with  remarks  of  ^uthor  pp.  H3727-30. 


25.  BEEKEEPER.  H.  R.  11 333  by  Rep.  Pettis,  to  authorize  the  >Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  make  indemni t^Npayments  to  certain,  beekeepers ; /ro  Agriculture  Committee. 


26.  EMPLOYMENT.  H.  R.  113A0  byXRep.  Pollock,  to  author!^  funds  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  title  V  of  the  Pb^lic  Works  and  Econom^  Development  Act  of  1965; 
to  Public  Works  Committee. 


27.  FARM  PROGRAM.  H.  R.  11355  by  Rep.  'SJark,  to  a^ust  agricultural  production, 
to  provide  a  transitional  program  fok  farmery;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


28.  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY.  H.  R.  11356  by  Rep .3i^ausen ,  to  amend  title  10  of  the 
U.S.C.,  to  provide  for  an  Assistant  Sec^t^y  of  the  Army  for  Civil  Works; 
to  )?ublic  Works  Committee.  Remarks  of/authoKpp.  H3712. 


29,  DAIRY  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  11359  by  Rep,  Duncan,  to  reflate  imports  of  milk  and 
dairy  products;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 


30.  RECLAMATION.  H.  R.  11368  by  Repy  McFall,  to  amend  the  small  Reclamation  Pro¬ 
jects  Act  of  1956;  to  Interioyand  Insular  Affairs  Commi1s,tee. 


31.  WATER  RESOURCES.  H.  R.  113"^  by  Rep.  Reifel,  to  authorize  tHk  Secretary  of 

the  Interior  to  engage  in /feasibility  investigations  of  certaiK '^a^ter  re¬ 
source  development  propoykls;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Cohimittee. 

resolution  proposing  aivsamendment 

32.  ITEM  VETO.  H.  J.  Res./722  by  Rep.  Halpern,/to  the  Constitution  of  tma  U.S. 

relative  to  disapprc^al  of  items  in  general  appropriation  bills;  to  Judiciary 
Committee, 


33.  TEXTILE;  FOREIGN /tRADE .  H.  Res.  408  by  Rep.  Dorn,  to  commend  Secretary  Mauri\e 
Stans;  to  Ways/and  Means  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p.  H3686. 


0 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS: 

May  16:  S^ond  supplemental  appropriations,  S.  Appropriations. 

Farm^rker  collective  bargaining,  S.  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

Holy  certain  lands  in  trust  for  Pueblo  Indians,  H.  Interior. 

May  28:/  Establish  Sawtooth  National  Recreation  Area,  Idaho,  S.  Interior 
)liff,  FS,  to  testify). 
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House 

Budget  Committee 
Estimate  a/  Action  a/ 


House  Committee 
Bill  Compared 
with  Budget 
Estimate 


Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  Expenses  -  Screwworm 
eradication  program  . 


$1,400,000 


$1,400,000 


Extension  Service: 

Cooperative  Extension  Work,  Payments 
and  Expenses  -  Retirement  and 
employees*  compensation  costs  ...• 


218,000 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conser 
vation  Service: 

Sugar  Act  program  . 


7,500,000 


Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund  ... 


218,000  -  - 

7,500,000  -  - 

25,000,000  b/  +$25,000,000  I 


Forest  Service: 

Forest  Protection  and  Utilization: 

Fighting  forest  fires  . 

Timber  sales  . 


21,000,000 

460,000 


21,000,000 

460,000 


Pay  costs 


35.809,000  35.262,000 


Total,  Department  of  Agriculture 


66,387,000 


90, 840,000 


-547,000 

+24,453,000 


a/  To  be  provided  by  supplemental  appropriation,  release  of  P.L.  90-364  reserves 
or  by  transfer  among  funds  within  the  Department. 

b/  Authorizes  advance  from  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  Direct  Loan  Account. 

oOo 
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91st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 
IstSession  j  ( No.  91-252 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


May  15,  1969. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr,  Mahon,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11400] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Summary  of  the  Bill 

The  bill  is  divided  into  five  titles: 

I —  Military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia, 

II —  General  supplemental  (various), 

III —  Increased  pay  costs, 

IV —  Ceiling  on  1970  expenditures,  and 

V —  General  provisions. 


29-240 


69 


1 


2 


The  grand  total  of  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  bill  is  $3,783,212,766,  a  reduction  of  about  13%,  or 
$580,794,190,  from  the  revised  budget  requests  of  $4,364,006,956 
considered. 

In  addition,  under  title  II  there  are  proposed  increases  of  $82,500,000 
in  limitations  on  annual  contract  authorizations  involving  interest 
subsidies  for  lioineovvnership  and  rental  housing  assistance  and  college 
housing.  The  budget  requests  for  these  total  $104,500,000,  so  there  is 
a  reduction  of  $22,000,000.  Also,  numerous  provisions  in  the  bill 
would  release  $82,766,000  held  in  reserve  under  the  cutback  provisions 
of  Public  Law  90-364. 

The  amounts  in  the  bill  are  within  the  overall  totals  of  budget 
authority  for  1969  shown  in  the  administration’s  budget  review 
released  April  15th.  That  is,  they  are  well  within  the  totals  contem¬ 
plated  in  that  review.  And  they  are  also  well  below  the  supplemental 
provisions  contemplated  for  fiscal  1969  in  the  budget  last  January. 

The  January  budget  lu’ojected  fiscal  1969  budget  authority  supple- 
mentals  of  $4,813,000,000,  inclusive  of  $198,000,000  dependent  on 
legislation  which  is  not  yet  enacted.  Of  the  remainder  ($4,615,000,000), 
a  total  of  $4,365,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  was  submitted  to 
the  House  and  considered  in  connection  with  the  accompanying  bill. 
An  additional  $221,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  requests  for 
1969 — finalized  after  House  Committee  hearings  were  closed  out — 
was  submitted  to  the  Senate  (S.  Doc.  91-18)  for  consideration  in 
connection  with  this  bill.  Thus  the  total  of  such  budget  authority 
requests  now  indicated  is  $4,586,000,000,  or,  in  round  figures, 
$29,000,000  below  the  $4,615,000,000  mentioned  above. 

This  is  the  way  the  total  picture  stands  on  1969  supplementals  as 
of  this  date.  It  is  a  net  result;  the  new  administration  reviewed  and 
revised  many  of  the  supi)lemental  requests  submitted  by  the  previous 
administration  and  made  a  number  of  reductions.  But  as  the  totals 
now  stand,  increases  submitted  have  offset  all  but  $29,000,000  of  the 
decreases  from  the  January  budget  that  were  projected  on  April  15 
(again,  not  counting  the  $198,000,000  that  hinges  on  legislation). 

SUMM.4.RY  BY  TITLES 

Title  /,  Defense  military,  includes  $1,234,000,000  for  military  opera¬ 
tions  in  Southeast  Asia.  This  compares  with  the  revised  request  of 
$1,496,900,000,  a  reduction  of  $262,900,000,  or  about  17  percent.  The 
explanation  begins  on  page  1 1 . 

Title  II,  for  sundry  general  supplementals,  includes  $1,365,914,312, 
a  reduction  of  $39,736,850,  or  just  under  3%  from  the  budget  requests 
of  $1,405,651,162  in  new  budget  (obligational)  authority.  Some  releases 
of  reserves  and  other  non-add  provisions  are  involved.  Increases  of 
$82,500,000 — a  reduction  of  $22,000,000  from  the  request — are  also 
proposed  m  limitations  on  annual  contract  authorizations  in  certain 
interest  subsidy  programs  in  the  housing  field. 

The  details  are  set  forth  under  the  various  chapters  in  the  report, 
but  the  great  bulk  of  title  II  relates  to  items  not  subject  to  effective 
discretionary  control  in  the  annual  bills.  Some  83%,  or  $1,132,000,000, 
of  the  total,  for  example,  is  involved  in  grants  to  states  for  public 
assistance;  veterans  compensation,  medical,  and  other  costs;  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  payments;  military  retired  pay;  and  disaster 
relief. 
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Title  HI,  for  increased  pay  costs,  includes  $1,183,298,454  in  new 
budget  (obligational)  authority,  an  overall  reduction  of  $278,157,340, 
or  about  19  percent  from  the  revised  budget  requests  of  $1,461,455,794. 
Release  of  $62,277,000  of  P.  L.  90-364  reserves  is  also  involved,  plus 
numerous  transfers  between  appropriations  to  enable  greater  absorp¬ 
tion  of  pay  costs. 

These  supplementals  relate  to  unabsorbed  portions  of  pay  raises 
generally  effective  last  July  1  that  were  not  taken  into  account  in 
the  regular  1969  appropriations.  A  resume  with  more  details  is  on 
page  73  of  this  report. 

Title  IV,  limitation  on  1970  budget  outlays,  proposes  an  overall 
ceiling  on  expenditures  of  the  government  during  the  fiscal  year  1970 
that  begins  on  July  1,  1969.  The  projmsal  is  explained  in  considerable 
detail  beginning  on  page  118  of  this  report. 

Title  V,  general  provisions,  contains  general  provisions  customarily 
carried. 

APPROXIMATE  EFFECT  ON  1969  EXPENDITURES  (BUDGET  OUTLAYS) 

It  is  the  committee’s  tentative  estimate  tliat  the  reduction  of 
$580,794,190  in  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  requests,  plus 
the  relatively  minor  changes  in  requested  transfers  between  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  reserve  releases,  will  translate  into  a  reduction  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $464,000,000  in  budget  outlays  previously  projected /or 
year  1969,  by  titles  of  the  bill  roughly  as  follows;  title  I,  $165,000,000; 
title  II,  $26,000,000;  and  title  III,  $273,000,000.  The  reductions  in 
the  interest  subsidy  contract  authorizations  limitations  would  not 
affect  jirojected  1969  outlays. 

The  outlay  effect  of  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  iji  new  budget 
authority  and  interest  subsidy  contract  authorization  limitations 
would  be  of  some  consideration  in  determining  the  impact  of  congres¬ 
sional  actions  on  fiscal  1970  budget  outlays;  perhaps  to  a  minor  extent, 
even  on  fiscal  1971  outlays. 

TABULAR  SUMMARY 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  revised  budget  requests  and 
the  amounts  in  the  bill  by  titles  and  chapters.  The  estimates  on  which 
it  is  based  will  be  found  in  H.  Docs.  91-15;  50;  85;  94;  98;  99;  and  101: 
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TITLE  I 

Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Defense 

GEORGE  H.  MAKON,  Texas,  Chairman 
ROBERT  L.  F.  SIKES,  Florida  GLENARD  P.  LIPSCOjMB, 

JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi  California 
GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS,  Alabama  WILLIAM  E.  MINSHALL,  Ohio 
DANIEL  J.  FLOOD,  Pennsylvania  JOHN  J.  RHODES,  Arizona 
JOHN  M.  SLACK,  West  Virginia  GLENN  R.  DAVIS,  Wisconsin 
JOSEPH  P.  ADDABBO,  New  York 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
Department  of  Defense — Military 

The  Committee  considered  amended  estimates  totalling  $1,496,- 
900,000  as  requested  in  House  Document  No.  91-94  for  military  opera¬ 
tions  in  Southeast  Asia.  The  original  supplemental  estimates  for  this 
effort  had  been  $1,631,500,000,  as  requested  in  House  Document  No. 
91-50.  The  Committee  recommends  appropriations  totalling 
$1,234,000,000  which  will  be  used  generally  for  the  following  purposes: 


Purpose  Amount 

Military  pay  cost  for  additional  personnel _  $239,  500,  000 

Operational  support,  and  maintenance  of  equipment _  354,  400,  000 

Procurement  of  additional  equipment _  640,  100,  000 


Total _  1,  234,  000,  000 


NEED  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL 

Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  Department  of  Defense  fiscal 
year  1969  budget  estimates  and  their  presentation  to  the  Congress,  two 
significant  events  took  place  which  had  not  been  comtemplated  in 
preparing  those  estimates.  First,  in  January  1968,  the  enemy  Tet 
offensive  required  the  deployment  of  additional  forces  to  Vietnam  to 
strengthen  U.S.  and  Allied  forces  already  deployed.  Such  an  action, 
of  course,  required  increasing  support  operations  including  (1)  the 
purchase  and  shipment  of  additional  materials  and  supplies,  (2)  the 
maintenance  and  overhaul  of  additional  equipment  and  (3)  other  gen¬ 
eral  increases  required  by  additional  troop  deployments.  Also,  the  Tet 
offensive  caused  considerable  damage  to  materiel  and  equipment 
which  had  to  be  either  repaired  or  replaced.  The  losses  sustained  were 
much  greater  than  anticipated  as  routine  replacements  in  preparing 
the  budget  estimates. 

Secondly,  the  seizure  of  the  PUEBLO  by  the  North  Koreans 
shortly  after  the  Tet  offensive  resulted  in  the  call-up  of  Reserve  forces 
to  meet  the  possible  military  threat  from  North  Korea  and  to 
generally  strengthen  our  military  posture.  Certain  improvements 
were  required  and  additional  troops  and  equipment  were  deployed. 

(11) 
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In  an  effort  to  make  abundantly  clear  that  the  Congress  desired  to 
provide  whatever  funds  might  be  required  for  the  conduct  of  military 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia,  Congress  specifically  exempted  the  costs 
of  operations  in  Southeast  Asia  from  provisions  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  otherwise  limiting  obligations  and 
expenditures.  Language  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  fiscal  year  1969 
made  yet  another  exemption  for  certain  civilian  employees. 

The  Department  of  Defense  was,  of  course,  constrained  by  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  in  areas  of  operations 
other  than  those  directly  related  to  Southeast  Asia.  For  a  detailed 
description  of  the  determination  of  costs  and  approach  to  the  budget 
see  pages  448-457  of  the  Hearings  on  the  Second  Supplemental,  1969. 

The  President’s  budget  for  fiscal  year  1969  had  proposed  Defense 
expenditures  in  the  amount  of  $25.8  billion  for  special  support  of 
Vietnam  operations.  As  has  been  stated  in  testimony  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  and  in  debate  on  the  Floor  of  the  House,  there  are  not  separate 
sets  of  accounts  for  the  conduct  of  war  operations  in  Vietnam.  The 
amounts  set  forth  in  the  President’s  budget  and  in  testimony  before 
the  Appropriations  Committee  are  the  best  available  statistical 
approximation  of  the  cost  of  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

As  a  result  of  military  actions,  and  the  exemption  available,  esti¬ 
mates  for  special  support  of  military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia  now 
total  $27.5  billion  in  obligational  authority  and  $28.8  billion  in 
expenditures.  These  amounts  include  the  estimates  submitted  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pending  bdl.  As  a  result  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  Committee  in  reducing  obligational  authority  from  $1.5  billion  to 
$1.2  bUlion,  it  is  probable  that  expenditures  related  to  Southeast 
Asia  in  fiscal  year  1969  will  be  reduced  by  approximately  $165  million. 

VALIDITY  OF  ESTIMATES 

Although  the  Committee  recognizes  the  need  for  additional  funds  for 
Southeast  Asia  operations,  considerable  time  was  devoted  to  analyzing 
the  request  to  assure  that  only  those  funds  are  recommended  which  are 
actually  required.  In  this  review,  several  areas  were  noted  where,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Committee,  stated  requirements  appeared  to  be  in 
excess  of  current  need.  All  such  items  were  deleted.  The  Committee  is  of 
the  firm  opinion  that,  though  every  valid  requirement  in  support  of  our 
effort  (and  that  of  our  Allies)  in  Southeast  Asia  should  be  honored, 
a  supplemental  request  should  not  provide  for  unessential  items  or 
iterns  not  related  to  Southeast  Asia.  The  specific  reasons  for  the 
various  reductions  are  discussed  below  under  the  appropriation 
item  for  which  funds  are  requested. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  funds  provided  in  this  Title  of  the 
bill  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  as  presented  by  the 
Department  of  Defense.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  all  the  funds 
being  recommended  are  necessary  and  should  be  appropriated. 
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MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

The  Committee  reduced  these  items  hy  $64,200,000  from  requests 
totalling  $303,700,000  to  recommended  amounts  totalling  $239,500,000 
as  shown  in  detail  on  the  table  appearing  on  page  15.  The  reductions 
recommended  generally  represent  the  deletion  of  items  not  directly 
related  to  Southeast  Asia  operations  such  as  winter  underwear,  enlisted 
women’s  clothing,  subdued  insignia,  change  of  station  travel,  and  the 
cost  of  shi])ment  of  household  effects.  In  addition,  a  reduction  was 
made  on  the  basis  of  estimated  overfunding  generally  included  in 
Military  Personnel  requests  as  eAudenced  by  the  overstatement  of 
man-year  requirements  and  the  costs  associated  with  operational 
rations  and  subsistence  and  other  allowances. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

The  amended  requests  for  operation  and  maintenance  accounts 
amount  to  $476,200,000.  The  Committee  recommends  appropriations 
of  $354,400,000,  a  reduction  of  $121,800,000.  The  Committee’s  action 
on  each  of  the  amounts  requested  is  shown  in  the  table  on  page  15. 

The  principal  reason  for  this  large  reduction  ivas  the  apparent 
overstatement  of  requirements  for  the  jnirchase  of  supplies,  spare 
parts,  and  associated  transportation  cost.  In  addition,  the  Committee 
believes  that  the  funds  requested  were  greatly  in  excess  of  need  for  the 
repair,  overhaul,  modification,  and  conversion  of  equipment  and  air¬ 
craft.  Funds  for  the  rental  of  additional  Automatic  Data  Processing 
Equipment  are  denied  on  the  basis  that  the  request  did  not  appear 
to  be  required  or  germane  to  the  intent  of  the  supplemental.? 

PROCUREMENT  OF  EQUIPMENT  AND  MISSILES,  ARMY 

The  Committee  recommends  the  supplemental  appropriation  of 
$640,100,000  for  this  account.  The  sum  recommended  is  $76,900,000 
less  than  the  request  of  $717,000,000. 

The  $62,200,000  requested  under  “Aircraft”  and  “Aircraft  Spares 
and  Eepair  Parts”  is  denied  since  the  required  authorizing  legislation 
has  not  been  enacted.  The  request  did  not  include  any  new  aircraft. 
The  funds  requested  ivere  for  modifications  and  spare  parts. 

The  $3,300,000  requested  for  quick  erectable  antennas  is  denied 
since  engineering  tests  have  revealed  deficiencies  in  this  item  which 
have  not  yet  been  corrected. 

A  reduction  of  $11,400,000  is  recommended  in  the  $31,700,000 
requested  for  “Production  Base  Support”.  The  Army  is  requesting 
the  initiation  of  a  substantial  multi-year  modernization  of  ammunition 
plants  in  fiscal  1970.  The  Committee  wants  to  review  the  whole 
requirement  in  this  area  before  the  appropriation  of  additional  large 
sums. 
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SUMMARY  OF  DEFENSE  FUNDS  IN  BILL 

Funds  were  requested  for  Department  of  Defense  activities  in  each 
of  the  three  titles  of  the  accompanying  bill.  The  following  table  sum¬ 
marizes  the  estimates  and  recommendations. 


Title  of  bill 

Estimate, 
H.  Doc.  91-50 

Revised  estimate, 

H.  Doc.  91-94 

Recommended 
in  bill 

Bill  compared  to 
revised  estimate 

Title  1  Military  Operations  in  Southeast 

Asia . 

Title  II  Other  Proposed  Supplemental 

Appropriations . 

Title  III  Increased  Pay  Costs . . 

$1,631,500, 000 

252, 782, 000 
1,127,618, 000 

$1,496,900, 000 

249,682, 000 
1,124,618,000 

$1,234, 000, 000 

226, 050, 000 
852,018, 000 

-$262, 900, 000 

-23, 632, 000 
-272, 600,  000 

Total,  Defense . 

3,011,900,000 

2, 871,200, 000 

2, 312,  068, 000 

-559, 132,000 

For  purposes  of  comparison  with  the  regular  annual  appropriations 
for  1969,  the  following  summary  table  may  be  useful. 

Title  of  regular  annual  bill 

Regular 
annual  act 
appropriated 

Supplemental 

appropriations 

recommended 

Total  to  be 
available 

PUBLIC  LAW  90-580 

Title  1— Military  personnel . 

$22,571,600, 000 
21,765,000, 000 
19, 981,900, 000 
7,551,328,000  . 

$1,085,150, 000 
586,  818, 000 
640,100, 000 

$23,656, 750, 000 
22,351,818, 000 
20,622, 000, 000 
7, 551,328, 000 

Title  III — Procurement.. . . . 

Title  IV— Research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation . 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBIIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND 

AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 


15 


<! 

M 

Ui 

ca 

< 

W 

O 

ca 

12; 

M 

CO 

s 

o 

H 

< 

Ph 

W 

Ph 

O 

<< 

EH 

H 

H 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0" 

0“ 

0“ 

O** 

0“ 

0" 

0“ 

o" 

0“ 

0" 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

T— , 

0 

0 

0 

0 

<M 

0 

0 

05 

OI 

0 

0 

00 

0 

0 

co" 

tC 

00 

00“ 

Ttn" 

l-H* 

0 

Ol" 

1 

CO 

0 

0 

01 

0 

S  “ 

€/9- 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

05 

=3 

1 

1 

1 

n 

s 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

*2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o’ 

0 

0" 

0" 

0" 

o" 

o" 

o' 

0“ 

o’ 

<0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i-H 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

tO 

CO 

CO 

0 

0 

to 

0 

0 

to 

05 

0“ 

rtH 

§ 

1-^ 

•-H 

CO 

0 

to 

CO 

P 

1-H 

05 

05 

CO 

0 

05 

<v 

« 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

s 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

o" 

0 

o" 

0 

0" 

0 

0 

0" 

o" 

0“ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

VJ 

to 

0 

1> 

0 

CO 

CO 

05 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

0 

bO 

CO 

05 

0 

05 

0 

0 

TS 

CO 

CO 

l:^ 

9 

ee- 

« 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

a  ; 

, 

1 

1 

d  » 

, 

, 

1 

r 

1 

ft  ' 

03  ' 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

, 

t 

1 

P  1 

, 

, 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

, 

, 

, 

r 

, 

, 

of  j 

Pi 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

r 

1 

J 

r 

1 

<  1 

-j; 

1 

, 

1 

1 

I 

, 

1 

, 

1 

^  ' 

H 

H- 1 

hJ 

, 

, 

, 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

pi] 

, 

1 

1 

, 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

, 

1 

, 

03  * 

d  ' 

03  • 

pG  ‘ 

1— ( 

1 

, 

1 

, 

1 

, 

1 

, 

z 

1 

, 

1 

1 

0  1 

>» 

w 

!E 

H 

CO 

H 

Z 

Z 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

t 

1 

r 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

< 

z 

Eh 

z 

, 

t 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

03 

ri^ 

, 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

0 

Eh 

>> 

a 

<1 

CO  ' 

1 

G  1 

0 

•4-» 

C 

V 

a 

a 

<v 

« 

H 

Q 

fa 

0 

H 

c/3 

PL, 

Pi 

< 

£ 

1 

t 

1 

I 

, 

, 

, 

t 

1 

, 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

, 

i 

1 

1 

orce  _ 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'o 

2 

0 

c 

2 

Q 

Z 

< 

z 

0 

1 

1 

t 

1 

>> 

< 

oT 

a 

0 

0 

0 

.s 

oT 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

S-I 

< 

0 

0 

u 

G 

d 

G 

0 

a 

*3 

S 

73 

PROCUBEMEN 

03 

03 

'm 

03 

s 

73 

G 

d 

-♦J 

1  : 

'd  \ 

^  J 

03  >i 

0  j 

>>3 
§  a 

:z: 

fa 

§ 

H 

>> 

s 

tH 

<; 

>» 

> 

c3 

(h 

< 

u 

0) 

ft 

>> 

c3 

a 

CLi 

0 

C 

c3 

a 

0 

•4^ 

r* 

c 

G 

0 

a 

G 

c3 

G 

0 

C 

d 

G 

.2 

*■+3 

G 

0) 

a 

ft 

*5 

pG  03 

2  a 

^  03 

f-H  ^ 

Q 

Pi 

< 

*0 

a 

2 

c 

c3 

g 

a 

a 

d 

a 

0 

ft 

cr* 

03 

tNH 

03  ^ 

*0 

fa 

0 

0 

0 

s 

73 

0 

0 

0 

fa 

a 

CO 

0 

03 

0 

a 

03 

tH 

i) 

a 

-4-? 

0 

c3 

C 

c3 

G 

d 

G 

H 

d 

0 

-f^ 

G 

0 

G 

^  s 
3a 

>> 

_o 

_o 

_o 

H 

03 

H 

-4^ 

a 

c3 

c3 

c3 

c3 

c3 

u 

u 

23 

0 

0 

0 

i 

§ 

2 

fa 

0 

fa 

0 

fa 

0 

fai 

ft 

TfH 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

to 

0 

0 

Q  0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

•  2: 

r-^ 

ft 

r> 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TITLE  II 

CHAPTER  I 


Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related 

Agencies 

JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi,  Chairman 
WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  Kentucky  ODIN  LANGEN,  Minnesota 
W.  R.  HULL,  Jr.,  Missouri  ROBERlT  H.  MICHEL,  Illinois 

GEORGE  E.  SHIPLEY,  Illinois  JACK  EDWARDS,  Alabama 
FRANK  E.  EVANS,  Colorado 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  request  of  $1,400,000 
to  combat  a  serious  outbreak  of  screM’worms  in  the  southwestern  part 
of  the  United  States  which  could  not  be  foreseen  when  the  regular 
1969  appropriation  bill  was  enacted. 

Weather  conditions  have  been  unusually  favorable  for  the  increase 
in  screwworm  populations  since  Hurricane  Beulah  in  the  fall  of  1967. 
To  meet  a  serious  buildup  of  infestation  last  fall,  it  became  necessary 
to  increase  production  of  sterile  flies  for  control  purposes  beyond  the 
level  expected.  Under  authority  of  Section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  screwworm  funds  were  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  a  deficiency 
basis,  and  they  have  been  obligated  at  a  rate  which  will  exhaust  them 
by  mid-May. 

The  proposed  supplemental  will  permit  continued  production  of 
sterile  flies  at  a  level  of  about  150  million  flies  per  week,  the  minimum 
number  considered  necessary  to  meet  this  threat  and  to  maintain  a 
barrier  zone  against  further  infestation  from  Mexico.  It  is  expected 
that  Federal  funds  will  be  matched  by  State  and  local  funds  for 
eradication  of  sporadic  outbreaks  north  of  the  barrier. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $218,000  is  proposed  to  meet  the  man¬ 
datory  Federal  contribution  to  the  retirement  fund  for  State  extension 
]iersonnel.  These  payments  are  related  to  increased  funds  provided  by 
Congress  in  the  regular  1969  appro])riation  bill  to  place  extension 
agents  on  a  salary  basis  more  comparable  wdth  other  agricultural 
])ersonnel. 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

A  sup])lemeutal  appropriation  of  $7,500,000  is  recommended  for 
fiscal  year  1969  to  complete  payments  on  the  1968  crop.  These  pay¬ 
ments  are  mandatory  to  ]n’oducers  who  comjily  with  the  requirements 
of  the  Sugar  Act.  The  additional  amount  is  due  ])rimari]y  to  increased 
beet  sugar  production  resulting  from  better-than-average  yields  and 
larger  sngarbeet  jilantings  than  originally  contemplated.  Current  fore¬ 
casts  indicate  a  total  increase  in  1968  sugar  production  of  some  716,000 
short  tons. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

EMERGENCY  CREDIT  REVOLVING  FUND 

The  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund  is  faced  with  a  serious 
shortage  of  funds  in  the  next  5  or  6  months.  Recent  floods,  heavy 
snows,  and  other  natural  disasters  throughout  the  country  have 
created  an  immediate  demand  for  around  $10,000,000  of  emergency 
farm  credit  which  cannot  be  met  with  funds  available  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  through  next  June  30.  In  addition,  it  now  appears  likely  that 
the  additional  emergency  credit  demands  during  the  early  part  of 
the  next  fiscal  year  will  exceed  estimated  collections  from  loan  repay¬ 
ments  by  $15,000,000  or  more. 

To  meet  this  indicated  deficit  in  emergency  loan  funds  and  enable 
as  many  farmers  as  possible  who  have  suffered  losses  from  natural 
disasters  to  continue  their  farming  operations  during  the  present  crop 
season,  the  Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  to  authorize 
the  transfer  of  $25,000,000  of  unobligated  funds  from  the  FHA 
Direct  Loan  Account  to  the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 
The  proposed  language  requires  this  temporary  advance  to  be  repaid 
in  full  to  the  Direct  Loan  Account  from  repayments  of  loans  made 
from  the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Under  title  III  of  the  bill,  the  Committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$28,330,000  for  increased  pay  costs  of  the  Department  during  fiscal 
year  1969.  Of  this  amount,  $12,905,000  is  provided  by  supplemental 
appropriations  contained  in  this  bill,  $10,243,000  is  provided  by  the 
release  of  P.L.  90-364  reserves,  and  $5,182,000  is  provided  by  transfers 
among  funds  within  the  Department. 

The  amounts  proposed,  as  compared  with  the  budget  requests, 
represent  a  reduction  of  $1,047,000  in  appropriated  funds  and  an 
increase  of  $500,000  in  releases  from  P.L.  90-364  reserves.  The  net 
decrease  of  $547,000  results  primarily  from  personnel  cut-backs 
imposed  by  section  201  of  P.L.  90-364. 
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'  I^anguage  authorizing  advance  of  $25,000,000  from  Direct  Loan  /Vccount,  subject  to  reimbursement  from  ioan  repayments. 


CHAPTER  II 

Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Defense 

GEORGE  H.  MAHON,  Texas,  Chairman 
ROBERT  L.  F.  SIKES,  Florida  GLENARD  P.  LIPSCOMB, 

JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi  California 
GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS,  Alabama  WILLIAM  E.  MINSHALL,  Ohio 
DANIEL  J.  FLOOD,  Pennsylvania  JOHN  J.  RHODES,  Arizona 
JOHN  M.  SLACK,  West  Virginia  GLENN  R.  DAVIS,  Wisconsin 
JOSEPH  P.  ADDABBO,  New  York 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 

The  Committee  recommends  appropriations  totalling  $226,050,000, 
a  reduction  of  $23,632,000  below  the  revised  request  of  $249,682,000, 

The  largest  part  of  the  funds  requested  in  this  Title  ($175  million) 
is  for  Retired  Pay,  Defense.  The  requirement  for  additional  funds 
results  from  increased  benefits  paid  in  accordance  with  cost  of  living 
allowances  previously  authorized  by  laAv.  No  reductions  were  made 
in  this  request  because  the  funds  can  only  be  used  for  the  payment  of 
retirement  benefits  and  will  lapse  if  not  utilized  by  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year. 

The  reductions  of  $23.6  million  were  made  against  the  balance  of 
the  request  ($74.7  million)  on  the  basis  that  funds  could  not  be  effec¬ 
tively  utilized  prior  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  or  that  requirements 
stated  were  in  excess  of  actual  needs  of  the  services  involved.  The 
Committee  allowed  only  that  portion  of  the  funding  which  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year. 

The  specific  reasons  for  the  various  reductions  are  outlined  in  the 
paragraphs  which  follow. 
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MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

As  indicated  above,  no  reduction  is  recommended  in  the  estimate 
for  Retired  Pay,  Defense.  Tlie  funds  requested  for  Reserve  Personnel, 
Navy  and  Reserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps,  appear  to  be  generally 
overstated.  For  example,  both  requested  additional  funding  for  in¬ 
creased  per  diem  costs  for  Reservists  in  travel  status  during  train¬ 
ing  cycles.  The  request  was  based  on  the  new  per  diem  allowance 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-168.  However,  the  Committee  noted 
that  the  numbers  used  in  computing  the  requirements  appear  to  be 
far  in  excess  of  the  number  of  personnel  that  would  be  in  actual  travel 
status  and  reduced  the  request  proportionately. 

A  reduction  was  levied  against  all  requests  for  funds  to  meet 
increased  pay  costs.  Testimony  before  the  Committee  disclosed  that 
the  sujiplemental  requests  for  increased  pay  costs  both  in  Titles  II 
and  III  were  based  on  the  total  annual  requirements.  These  require¬ 
ments  had  been  prepared  on  the  basis  of  first-quarter  obligation 
rates.  Many  of  the  estimates  have  jiroven  to  be  overstated  when 
reviewed  at  this  point  in  time  as  evidenced  by  a  5300  man-year 
reduction  made  by  the  Army  and  a  600  man-year  reduction  made 
by  the  Marine  Corps. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

All  requests  for  increased  jiay  costs  were  reduced  for  the  reasons 
stated  above.  Details  as  to  each  appropriation  item  appear  in  the 
tables  immediately  following.  In  addition,  reductions  were  made  in 
the  request  for  premium  pay  and  employee  benefits  for  N  ational  Guard 
technicians;  depot  overhaiil  of  Guard  equipment  and  aircraft;  and  in 
funds  for  training  and  other  operational  costs. 

Included  in  this  Title  is  a  request  for  a  change  in  the  language  of 
the  Operation  and  Maintenance  appropriations  for  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  for  fiscal  year  1969,  which  would  reduce  the  floor  for 
the  maintenance  of  real  property  facilities  by  $17  million  and  $1.5 
million,  respectively.  The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
minimum  amounts  specified  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1969  should  be  retained  and  the  request  for  revision  is  denied. 
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General  Provision 

The  Committee  recommends  the  inclusion  of  Section  201  relating 
to  deficiency  authorities  provided  in  Revised  Statute  3732  (41  U.S.C. 
11)  for  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force,  acting  under  directions  from  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  have  found  it  necessary  from  time  to  time  to  exercise  this 
deficiency  authority.  The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  at  times 
this  authority  has  been  more  generously  construed  than  was  intended. 
However,  since  it  is  approaching  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  rather 
than  to  attempt  at  this  point  to  redefine  intent,  a  general  provision 
is  recommended  which  simply  limits  the  amount  of  the  deficiencies 
that  might  be  incurred.  The  objective  is  to  hold  to  the  amounts 
which  are  included  in  the  justifications  presented  in  support  of  this 
supplemental  for  each  of  the  authorized  deficiency  purposes  (cloth¬ 
ing,  subsistence,  forage,  fuel,  etc.)  less  reductions  made  by  the 
Committee  in  reporting  the  bill. 
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CHAPTER  III 

Subcommittee  on  District  of  Columbia 

WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  Kentucky,  Chairman 

ROBERT  N.  GIAIMO,  Connecticut  GLENN  R.  DAVIS,  Wisconsin 
EDWARD  J.  PATTEN,  New  Jersey  DONALD  W.  RIEGLE,  Jr.,  Michig.yn 
DAVID  PRYOR,  Arkans.ys  WENDELL  WYATT,  Oregon 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $10,365,000  in  Federal  funds 
and  $31,681,000  in  District  of  Columbia  funds  of  which  $25,353,000  is 
in  title  11  and  $6,328,000  is  in  title  III  of  the  bill.  Comparable  esti¬ 
mates  submitted  in  House  Documents  Numbered  91-50  and  91-99 
total  $11,000,000  in  Federal  funds  and  $32,309,000  in  District  of 
Columbia  funds.  The  Committee  has  not  considered  the  request  of 
$18,736,000  for  the  balance  of  the  District’s  share  for  the  capital 
outlay  program  of  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Au¬ 
thority,  as  well  as  the  proposed  loan  from  the  Federal  Treasury  to 
finance  that  contribution.  The  proposed  additional  Federal  payment 
will  provide  a  total  of  $89,365,000  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

Increased  Pay  Costs 

The  major  portion  of  the  additional  $31,681,000  in  District  of 
Columbia  funds  is  to  meet  the  cost  of  pay  increases  for  civilian 
employees  under  Public  Law  90-206,  police  and  firemen  under  Public 
Law  90-320,  judges  under  Public  Law  90-579,  teachers  under  Public 
Law  90-319,  reallocations,  reclassifications,  and  the  District  govern¬ 
ment’s  conversion  to  the  Coordinated  Federal  Wage  System,  and 
wage  increases  for  wage-board  employees.  The  total  cost  of  the  pay 
increases  enumerated  is  $29,905,000,  of  which  $1,186,000  is  being 
absorbed,  leaving  a  total  of  $28,719,000  as  recommended  in  the  bill — 
$22,391,000  in  title  II  and  $6,328,000  in  title  III. 

Program  Recommendations 

The  Committee  has  approved  a  number  of  program  and/or  manda¬ 
tory  increases  in  addition  to  the  pay  items,  as  follows:  School  transit 
subsidy,  $130,000;  reimbursement  of  Federal  accounts  for  police  and 
fire  overtime  and  increased  U.S.  courts  costs  incurred  during  the  civil 
disturbances  in  April  1968,  $1,302,000;  Metropolitan  Police  overtime, 
November  29-December  24,  1968,  $190,000;  fire  damage  and  over¬ 
time  in  correctional  institutions  in  October  1968,  $300,000;  President’s 
Crime  Program  (including  10  community  based  centers  under  the 
work  release  program,  intensified  inservice  training  and  training 
academy,  36  correctional  officers  at  the  jail,  10  correctional  officers  at 
the  women’s  detention  center,  an  assistant  steward  at  the  jail,  and 
improved  health  services),  $129,000,  to  provide  one  month’s  funding 
for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  recommendation  also  includes 
$846,000  for  the  food  services  program  in  the  public  schools  as  required 
by  Public  Law  90-640,  as  well  as  $50,000  for  the  settlement  of  claims 
and  suits. 

The  Committee  has  not  approved  the  additional  positions  and  funds 
requested  for  the  Police  and  Firemen’s  Clinic.  It  is  understood  that 
these  positions  are  already  filled  on  a  temporary  basis  through  the 
use  of  savings  from  other  activities  and  can  be  continued  in  this  man¬ 
ner  for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  additional  positions  and 
funds  requested  by  the  Court  of  General  Sessions  have  also  been  denied 
inasniuch  as  they  relate  to  two  new  judges  that  have  not  yet  been 
appointed. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations 
OTTO  E.  PASSMAN,  Louisiana,  Chairman 

JOHN  J.  ROONEY,  New  York  GARNER  E.  SHRIVER,  Kansas 
JULIA  BUTLER  HANSEN,  Wash-  SILVIO  O.  CONTE,  Massachusetts 

iNGTON  CHARLOTTE  T.  REID,  Illinois 

JEFFERY  COHELAN,  California  DONALD  W.  RIEGLE,  Jr.,  Michigan 
CLARENCE  D.  LONG,  Maryland 
JOHN  J.  McFALL,  California 

FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(Cuban  Refugee  Program) 

The  Committee  considered  a  supplemental  estimate  of  $2,891,000 
for  the  “Cuban  Refugee  Program,”  of  which  $2,853,000  was  in  new 
obligational  authority  and  $38,000  was  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  reserves  created  in  the  Public  Health  Service  Appropriations 
by  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
(Public  Law  90-364). 

The  proposed  supplemental  would  provide  for  the  following  expenses: 

(a)  $1,254,000  for  unanticipated  welfare  costs  of  refugees 
resettled  outside  the  Miami,  Florida  area, 

(b)  $755,000  for  increased  per-pupil  rates  for  Cuban  children 
in  the  Dade  County,  Florida  school  system, 

(c)  $844,000  for  costs  of  transporting  refugees  from  Cuba 
to  Miami.  This  cost  was  previously  financed  by  appropriations 
to  the  Department  of  State,  and 

(d)  $38,000  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $2,700,000  in 
new  obligational  authority,  a  reduction  of  $153,000  in  the  estimate, 
and  has  also  approved  the  transfer  and  release  of  $35,000  appropri¬ 
ated  to  the  Public  Health  Service  which  were  reserved  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364. 
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CHAPTER  V 


Subcommittee  on  Independent  Offices  and  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development 

JOE  L.  EVINS,  Tennessee,  Chairman 

EDWARD  P.  BOLAND,  Massa-  CHARLES  R.  JONAS,  North 

CHUSETTS  Carolina 

GEORGE  E.  SHIPLEY,  Illinois  LOUIS  C.  WYMAN,  New  Hampshire 
ROBERT  N.  GIAIMO,  Connecticut  BURT  L.  TALCOTT,  California 
JOHN  0.  MARSH,  Jr.,  Virginia  JOSEPH  M.  McDADE,  Pennsylvania 
DAVID  PRYOR,  Arkansas 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

The  Committee  considered  a  request  for  $777,000  to  enable  the 
Office  of  Telecommunications  Management  to  undertake  urgently 
required  experimentation  into  frequency  sharing  between  communica¬ 
tion  satellites  and  terrestrial  microwave  systems.  The  Committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $500,000,  which  is  $277,000  less  than 
the  budget  estimate.  The  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  will  collect  additional  data  to 
supplement  the  experimentation  provided  for  by  this  appropriation. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESDIENT 
Disaster  Relief 

The  Committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $35,000,000  to 
replenish  the  President’s  disaster  relief  fund  to  assist  States  and  local 
governments  in  situations  of  major  disasters.  The  Committee  approved 
the  full  funding  requested  because  of  the  recent  disastrous  floods  in 
California  and  the  midwest. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

Federal  Trade  Commission 

A  supplemental  approiniation  of  $600,000  and  the  release  of  $81,000 
held  in  reserve  under  P.L.  90-364  is  recommended  for  the  work  of 
this  Commission.  This  is  $50,000  less  than  the  budo:et  estimate. 

A  recently  revised  agreement  with  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  delegates  to  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  the  responsibility  for 
monitoring  safety  and  efficacy  claims  for  some  3,300  drugs  that  are 
sold  over  the  counter.  In  addition,  the  work  of  this  Commission  has 
been  increased  by  the  Truth  in  Lending  Act,  and  $521,000  is  needed 
for  pay  act  increases  provided  by  law. 

National  Science  Foundation 

The  Committee  has  denied  the  request  for  language  to  authorize 
purchase  of  an  additional  aircraft  to  replace  one  that  crashed  last 
fall.  Two  government-owned  aircraft  are  currently  in  use  by  the 
Foundation  and  another  is  being  operated  under  lease  arrangements. 
Total  aircraft  requirements  of  the  National  Science  Foundation  are 
being  considered  in  connection  with  the  1970  regular  budget. 

Selective  Service  System 

An  appropriation  of  $2,573,000  is  recommended  for  certain  addi¬ 
tional  expenses  of  the  Selective  Service  System,  including  the  budget 
estimate  of  $2,139,000  for  civilian  and  military  pay  increase  costs, 
and  $434,000  for  selectee  travel  related  to  an  estimated  induction  of 
20,000  selectees  over  earlier  estimates.  The  Committee  has  denied  a 
request  of  $566,000  for  93  additional  positions  with  the  Selective 
Service  System  at  this  time. 

Veterans  Administration 

The  Committee  recommends  the  budgeted  amounts  for  a  number  of 
supplemental  items  in  the  Veterans  Administration.  These  include 
$179,000,000  for  increased  compensation  and  pension  payments; 
$14,200,000  for  readjustment  benefits;  and  $61,356,000  for  medical 
care  costs.  An  appropriation  of  $12,000,000  is  provided  for  general 
operating  expenses,  which  is  $500,000  less  than  the  amount  requested. 

The  total  recommended  by  the  Committee  is  $268,675,000.  This 
sum  includes  $253,146,000  in  new  budget  authority  and  $15,529,000 
from  the  release  of  reserves  established  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968.  The  sum  of 
$198,722,000  is  provided  to  finance  benefits  authorized  by  new  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted  since  the  1969  budget  was  considered.  These  increases 
are  primarily  for  increased  disability  compensation  and  veterans 
education  and  training  programs.  Another  $56,581,000  is  for  increased 
pay  act  costs.  The  sum  of  $13,372,000  is  for  added  workloads  and 
administrative  expenses  to  implement  the  new  legislation. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Mortgage  Credit 

The  budget  estimates  include  $50,000,000  to  increase  the  annual 
contract  authorizations  for  the  homeownership  assistance  program 
(sec.  235)  and  $50,000,000  for  the  rental  housing  assistance  program 
(sec.  236),  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968.  _ 

An  initial  annual  contract  authorization  of  $25,000,000  was  ])ro- 
vided  for  each  of  these  sections  last  fall  shortly  after  the  legislation 
was  enacted  to  give  the  Department  an  opportunity  to  develop  and 
implement  the  programs.  The  demand  for  assistance  has  been  such 
that  the  initial  contract  authorizations  have  been  exhausted  and 
additional  amounts  are  needed  now  for  both  of  these  active  programs. 

The  Committee  recommends  $40,000,000  additional  annual  con¬ 
tract  authorization  for  the  homeownership  program,  and  $40,000,000 
for  the  rental  housing  assistance  program.  Contract  authorizations 
for  these  programs  run  over  a  period  of  40  years  and  are  designed  to 
assist  in  providing  housing  for  lower  income  families. 

Further  increases  of  $100,000,000  annual  contract  authority  for 
each  program  are  being  considered  in  connection  with  the  1970  regular 
budget  estimates.  The  additional  sums  recommended  for  1969  will 
enable  both  programs  to  continue  until  deliberations  on  the  1970 
budget  are  concluded. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

The  college  housing  program  for  many  years  has  been  funded  by 
borrowings  from  the  Treasury,  but  an  alternative  method  of  interest 
subsidies  was  provided  by  amendments  in  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968.  An  initial  annual  contract  authorization  of 
$3,000,000  was  provided  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  the  budget 
estimate  proposes  that  this  be  increased  by  $4,500,000. 

The  Committee  is  recommending  $2,500,000,  which  is  $2,000,000  less 
than  the  budget  estimate.  The  Committee  believes  that  this  sum  will 
be  adequate  inasmuch  as  a  number  of  commitments  will  continue  to  be 
financed  by  Treasury  borrowing.  The  direct  loan  program  is  particu¬ 
larly  applicable  to  smaller  educational  institutions,  private  colleges  and 
new  colleges  which  have  little  or  no  established  credit  and  which  ex¬ 
perience  difficulty  in  obtaining  private  financing  for  their  requirements. 

Appropriations  of  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968  and  $16,000,000 
for  1969  are  recommended  for  low  rent  public  housing  annual  contri¬ 
butions  contracts  as  proposed  in  the  budget.  These  supplemental 
amounts  are  made  necessary  by  the  increasing  number  of  low-rent 
public  housing  units  becoming  available  and  contractual  commit¬ 
ments  for  wliich  payments  are  required  by  law. 
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Departmental  Management 

The  Committee  considered  a  budget  estimate  of  $4,836,000  for 
payment  of  participation  sales  insufficiencies.  The  Committee  has 
denied  this  amount  until  more  accurate  and  precise  amounts  are 
determined  as  needed  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year. 

The  Committee  considered  a  supplemental  estimate  of  $2,000,000 
for  the  fair  housing  program.  No  additional  funding  is  recommended 
at  this  time.  A  supplemental  appropriation  of  $2,000,000  has  previously 
been  provided  to  initiate  the  program  and  the  Committee  is  currently 
considering  the  funding  needs  for  this  activity  in  the  1970  budget 
estimates. 
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CHAPTER  VI 


Subcommittee  on  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related 

Agencies 

JULIA  BUTLER  HANSEN,  Washington,  Chairman 

MICHAEL  J.  KIRWAN,  Ohio  BEN  REIFEL,  South  Dakota 

JOHN  O.  MARSH,  Jr.,  Virginia  JOSEPH  M.  McDADE, 

JOHN  J.  FLYNT,  Jr.,  Georgia  Pennsylvania 

CHARLES  S,  JOELSON,  New  Jersey  WENDELL  WYATT,  Oregon 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
management  of  lands  and  resources 

The  Committee  recommends  funding  of  $12,488,000,  the 

budget  request,  for  this  activity.  Of  the  total  amount  provided, 
$10,860,000  is  for  the  cost  of  emergency  fire  suppression  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  burned-over  lands  during  the  1968  fire  season,  and  for  similar 
anticipated  expenses  in  the  remainder  of  the  current  fiscal  year;  and 
$1,628,000  is  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law 
90-206. 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

RESOURCES  management 

The  Committee  recommends  funding  of  $3,195,000,  the 

budget  request,  for  this  activity.  Of  the  total  amount  provided, 
$1,000,000  is  for  the  suppression  and  emergency  prevention  of  fires 
affecting  forest  range  lands  of  Indian  reservations,  as  well  as  the 
emergency  rehabilitation  of  burned-over  areas  to  prevent  further 
damage  from  weather  conditions;  $150,000  is  for  management  of 
timber  resources  on  Indian  lands  to  assist  in  increased  production  of 
timber;  $1,238,000  is  for  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206; 
and  $807,000  is  for  wage  board  pay  increases. 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $19,000,000,  the 
budget  request,  to  liquidate  obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  the 
legi^ative  taking  of  right,  title,  and  interest  in  certain  real  property 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif omiaj  as 
provided  by  Public  Law  90-545. 

Geological  Survey 

SURVEYS,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND  RESEARCH 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,092,000,  the 
budget  request,  for  this  activity.  The  total  amount  provided  includes 
$300,000  to  repair  and  replace  stream-gaging  installations  damaged 
and  destroyed  during  the  record-breaking  and  destructive  floods 
which  occurred  in  southern  and  central  California  during  the  period 

(88) 
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January  11-27,  1969;  and  $1,792,000  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

Bureau  of  Mines 

CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  budget  estimate  (House  Doc.  91-50)  proposed  the  transfer  of 
$1,183,000  from  “Solid  Waste  Disposal”  to  fund  the  additional  pay 
costs  for  “Conservation  and  Development  of  Mineral  Resources”. 

$750,000  of  the  proposed  transfer  represents  funds  earmarked  and 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  extinguishment  of  culm  bank  fires  in 
Pennsylvania. 

The  Committee  is  unable  to  agree  with  this  proposal  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  seriousness  of  the  situation; 
the  Committee  has  investigated  the  matter  extensively  and  testimony 
of  Departmental  expert  witnesses  consistently  has  supported  the 
Committee’s  opinion  in  tliis  connection;  and  funds  were  appropriated 
expressly  for  this  purpose. 

The  Committee  has  accordingly  reduced  the  amount  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  $750,000  with  an  offsetting  increase  of  $750,000  in  new 
obhgational  authority  for  increased  pay  costs  in  Title  III  of  this  bill. 

It  is  hoped  this  action  will  reaffirm  to  those  in  the  Executive  Branch 
the  Committee’s  determination  that  immediate  action  be  taken  to 
extinguish  these  culm  bank  fires  which  have  been  a  severe  hazard  to 
life  and  property  for  so  many  years. 

HELIUM  FUND 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $5,000,000,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $5,000,000  below  the  budget  request,  to  finance  purchases  of 
helium  already  contracted  for  by  the  Fund. 

Testimony  developed  during  the  hearings  indicated  the  Federal 
government  already  has  quite  an  ample  supply  of  hehum  in  under¬ 
ground  storage  and  it  is  the  feeling  of  the  Committee  that  those  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  administration  of  this  program  should  make  a  more 
concerted  effort  to  increase  government  sales  of  helium  which  is  being 
acquired  under  the  four  existing  purchasing  contracts. 

Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $48,000,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $75,000  below  the  budget  request,  for  increased  pay  and 
related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206.  The  decrease  of  $75,000 
relates  to  funding  requested  for  facility  surveillance  and  inspection 
programs  to  assure  compliance  with  oil  import  regulations.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  too  late  in  the  fiscal  year  to  acquire 
the  additional  personnel  to  perform  the  additional  work. 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

PAYMENT  TO  FISHERMEN’S  PROTECTIVE  FUND 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $60,000,  the  budget 
request,  to  implement,  within  the  180  days  specified  by  the  statute, 
the  Fishermen’s  Protective  Act  (Public  Law  90-482).  This  law 
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authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  agreements  to 
indemnify  the  owners  and  crews  of  American  fishing  vessels  seized  or 
detained  by  a  foreign  country  under  certain  conditions. 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATION  OF  RESOURCES 

The  Committee  recommends  funding  of  $1,492,000,  the  budget 
request,  for  this  activity.  Of  the  total  amount  provided,  $250,000 
is  for  the  initiation  of  a  study  of  estuarine  resources  required  by 
Public  Law  90-454;  and  $1,242,000  is  for  increased  pay  and  related 
costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $200,000,  the 
budget  request,  for  repair  of  storm  damaged  facilities  at  six  wildlife 
refuges  in  California. 


National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

The  Committee  recommends  funding  of  $2,674,000,  the  budget 
request,  for  this  activity.  The  amount  provided  includes  $800,000 
for  actual  and  anticipated  costs  of  emergency  fire  suppression  and 
rehabilitation  in  national  parks;  $1,652,000  for  increased  pay  costs 
under  Public  Law  90-206;  and  $222,000  for  increased  pay  costs  under 
Public  Law  90-320. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $100,000,  the 
budget  request,  for  the  Washington  Channel  Parking  Study  required 
by  Public  Law  90-483. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Service 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION 

The  Committee  recommends  funding  of  $28,392,000,  the  budget 
request,  for  this  activity.  The  amount  provided  includes  $21,000,000 
for  expenses  of  fighting  forest  fires;  $460,000  for  additional  sale  prep¬ 
aration  of  an  estimated  270  million  board  feet  of  stumpage  from 
National  Forest  land  in  fiscal  year  1969;  and  $6,932,000  for  increased 
pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 

HUMANITIES 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000,  the  budget  request,  to  provide  Federal  funds  to  match 
private  gifts  made  to  the  Foundation. 
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Subcommittee  on  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
AND  Welfare,  and  Related  Agencies 

DANIEL  J.  FLOOD,  Pennsylvania,  Chairman 

WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  Kentucky  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL,  Illinois 
NEAL  SMITH,  Iowa  GARNER  E.  SHRIVER,IKansas 

W.  R.  HULL,  Jr.,  Missouri  CHARLOTTE  T.  REID,  Illinois 

BOB  CASEY,  Texas 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

The  Committee  considered  two  items  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
a  request  of  $20,000,000  for  “Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal 
employees  and  ex-servicemen”  and  $15,900,000  for  “Employees  com¬ 
pensation  claims  and  expenses.”  Both  of  these  are  for  expenses  that 
are  beyond  administrative  control  and  are  strictly  mathematical  cal¬ 
culations.  The  Committee  has  included  these  amounts  in  the  bill. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Office  of  Education 

HIGHER  educational  ACTIVITIES 

The  requested  supplemental  appropriation  of  $11,161,000  included 
$3,920,000  for  interest  subsidy  grants  for  construction  of  higher 
education  facilities  and  $7,241,000  as  a  lump-sum  payment  in  lieu  of  a 
land  grant  for  the  Federal  City  College  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  amount  requested  for  interest  subsidy  grants  represents  the 
first  annual  interest  payment  on  loans  from  non-Federal  sources 
estimated  at  $145,000,000.  These  loans  will  replace  an  equivalent 
amount  of  direct  Federal  loans  that  would  otherwise  be  made.  This 
change  in  the  method  of  financing  the  construction  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion  facilities  is  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-575,  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  16,  1968.  The  Committee  has  approved  this  request. 

The  lump-sum  payment  for  the  Federal  City  College  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  is  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20, 
1968.  The  amount  was  calculated  to  give  this  new  land  grant  college 
the  same  proportionate  amount  as  was  granted  the  last  land  grant 
college  which  was  established — the  University  of  Hawaii.  The  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Hawaii  was  granted  $6,000,000.  To  arrive  at  the  recom¬ 
mended  appropriation  for  the  D.C.  school,  this  amount  was  divided 
by  the  1960  population  of  Hawaii  and  the  resulting  per  capita  amount 
multiplied  by  the  1960  population  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
Committee  has  approved  this  portion  of  the  request. 

The  bUl  also  includes  authority  to  release  $160,000  of  reserved  funds 
for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206. 

Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENERAL 

Comprehensive  Health  Planning  and  Services. — The  bill  includes 
authority  to  release  reserves  and  transfer  funds  already  appropriated 
in  the  amount  of  $9,728,000,  as  requested.  This  includes  $128,000 
for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Public  Laws  90-206  and 
90-207,  and  $9,600,000  for  the  initiation  of  a  program  to  combat  a 
major  epidemic  of  German  measles  expected  in  1970. 

(46) 
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The  last  German  measles  epidemic  occurred  in  1964  and  resulted 
in  over  20,000  children  being  born  with  birth  defects  ranging  from 
relatively  minor  deficiencies,  such  as  a  missing  finger  or  toe,  to  children 
born  with  severe  mental  retardation  and  those  born  both  deaf  and 
blind.  The  total  eventual  cost  of  that  epidemic  has  been  estimated  as 
high  as  2.8  billion  dollars.  The  U.S.  Public  Health  Service’s  estimate  is 
that  the  cost  of  the  1964  epidemic  will  be  at  least  one  billion  dollars. 
All  indications  ai’e  that  an  effective  vaccine  will  be  licensed  mthin  the 
next  few  weeks.  This  appropriation  will  allow  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  start  planning  a  vaccination  program  and  contract  for 
vaccine  immediately  after  a  license  (or  licenses)  is  issued. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

The  1970  budget  included  an  item  of  $15,000,000  to  initiate  grants 
and  loans  under  the  District  of  Columbia  Medical  Facilities  Con¬ 
struction  Act  of  1968,  Public  Law  90-457.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Committee  this  matter  is  of  sufficient  urgency  that  it  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  supplemental  appropriation  bill  rather  than  awaiting 
the  regular  Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1970,  which  will  likely  not  be  enacted  until  a  few 
months  after  the  beginning  of  that  fiscal  year  due  to  the  unusual 
circumstance  of  having  major  revisions  of  the  budget  requests  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  on  May  5. 

This  request  is  well  justified  both  in  the  written  material  submitted 
to  the  Committee  and  in  the  hearings  with  government  witnesses  and 
representatives  of  medical  interests  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  These 
hearings  appear  on  pages  197  through  230  of  the  hearing  record. 
However,  the  Committee  was  quite  disturbed  concerning  one  portion 
of  the  testimony  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  official  who  is  in 
charge  of  administering  this  program.  The  most  pertinent  portion  of 
this  testimony  is  as  follows: 

Mr.  Flood.  I  am  sure  you,  being  who  you  are,  would 
know  enough  about  the  situation  to  have  what  I  hope  is  a 
definite  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  those  projects  already 
under  construction  and  in  very  serious  financial  difficulty 
would  be  given  priority  if  the  regular  procedure  is  followed. 
What  is  your  opinion  on  that? 

Dr.  Graning.  If  a  project  is  already  under  construction,  it 
is  my  interpretation  of  the  enabling  legislation  that  such  a 
project  would  not  be  eligible  for  any  financial  assistance 
under  this  program. 

This  is  obviously  at  variance  with  the  facts.  Anyone  in  doubt  need 
only  refer  to  page  12  of  the  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  on  the  authorization  bill  (House  Report  No. 
1753,  90th  Congress,  Second  Session).  The  pertinent  excerpt  from  this 
report  follows: 

The  amendment  to  S.  1228  adopted  by  your  Committee 
involves  two  substantive  changes  in  the  bill  as  it  was  aj)- 
proved  by  the  Senate  on  December  15,  1967. 

The  first  of  these  changes  is  an  increase  in  the  total  author¬ 
ization  of  grants  under  the  bill  from  $36,227,000  to  $40,052,- 
000.  The  reason  for  this  increase  is  that  since  the  Senate 
approved  the  bill,  the  Georgetown  University  Medical 
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Center  has  started  the  construction  of  diagnostic  and  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  as  a  planned  part  of  their  hospital  bed  renova¬ 
tion  program.  Also,  they  have  started  construction  of 
associated  clinical  instruction  space  for  the  professors  and 
medical  and  dental  students. 

The  cost  of  these  facilities  at  Georgetown  Medical  Center, 
undertaken  as  part  of  its  plaimed  efforts  to  help  provide 
adequate  health  services  to  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
the  entire  metropolitan  area,  is  $12,461,000.  Of  this  amount, 
Georgetown  University  is  in  critical  need  of  $3,825,000 
which  your  Committee  feels  should  be  provided  in  the  grant 
portion  of  this  bill. 

The  bill  was  enacted  in  the  form  reported  by  the  House  Committee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia.  There  is  nothing,  whatsoever,  in  the  Act 
itself  to  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  for  a  project  on  which  construction 
had  already  begun.  The  Committee  will  expect  the  Department  and 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  follow  the  obvious  intent  of  Congress 
rather  than  the  personal  prejudices  of  any  individual  connected  with 
the  administration  of  this  law. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 

The  Committee  considered  rec[uests  of  $373,524,000  for  “Grants  to 
States  for  maintenance  payments”  and  $278,022,000  for  “Grants  to 
States  for  medical  assistance.”  After  the  formal  requests  were  sub¬ 
mitted,  and  after  hearings  on  them,  the  Committee  received  a  letter 
from  John  G.  Veneman,  Under  Secretary,  in  which  he  advised  the 
Committee  that  these  estimates  appeared  to  be  slightly  more  than 
would  be  required,  but  that  the  estimates  from  the  States  indicated 
that  the  appropriation  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and 
demonstration  projects”  would  be  deficient  by  approximately 
$30,000,000.  He  stated,  “We  have  been  continuing  to  monitor  the 
State  expenditures  very  closely  in  these  three  appropriations,  and 
we  now  have  their  estimates  of  requirements  for  the  fourth  quarter 
of  fiscal  year  1969.  On  the  basis  of  this  information,  we  now  believe 
that  the  total  of  the  funds  requested  will  be  adequate  but  not  ex¬ 
cessive  to  cover  the  requirements  of  the  three  appropriations.” 
These  expenses  were  financed  from  one  appropriation,  “Grants 
to  States  for  public  assistance”,  until  the  Executive  Branch  sub¬ 
mitted  them  as  three  separate  items  in  the  1969  budget.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  has  not  seen  any  advantage  to  having  them  broken  out  into 
three  appropriations,  and  has  seen  some  disadvantages,  of  which  this 
situation  is  an  example.  The  Committee  has  approved  the  total 
amount  requested  since  this  is  beyond  administrative  control  and 
appears  to  be  as  accurate  an  estimate  as  can  be  made  at  this  time. 
However,  the  Committee  is  combining  these  under  one  heading, 
“Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance”,  and  intends  to  combine  the 
three  separate  appropriation  requests  for  1970  when  action  is  taken 
on  the  regular  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  REPATRIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 

The  bill  includes  $100,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  for  increased 
costs  under  this  appropriation  for  temporary  assistance  for  destitute 
American  citizens  whose  repatriation  from  Cuba  has  recently  been 
agreed  to  by  the  Cuban  government. 
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CHAPTER  Vlll 

Subcommittee  on  Legislative  Branch 

GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS,  Alabama,  Chairman 

TOM  STEED,  Oklahoma  MARK  ANDREWS,  North  Dakota 

MICHAEL  J.  KIRWAN,  Ohio  ODIN  LAN GEN,  Minnesota 

SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois  BEN  REIFEL,  South  Dakota 

BOB  CASEY,  Texas  LOUIS  C.  WYMAN,  New  Hampshire 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

$30,000  of  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  is  recommended 
in  this  chapter  of  the  bill  to  pay  the  customary  gratuity  in  connection 
with  the  death  of  a  Member  last  January.  There  are  also  three  language 
provisions. 

Office  of  the  S2}eaker. — The  committee  has  inserted  language,  as 
requested,  to  raise,  by  $2,230,  the  basic  lump-sum  ceiling  allowance — 
now  at  $30,025 — applicable  under  this  appropriation.  No  increase  in 
the  actual  appropriation  is  necessary  on  this  account.  Counting  in  the 
general  pay  supplemental  in  title  III,  a  small  surplus  on  the  present 
basis  is  projected. 

Contingent  fund. — The  bill  includes  language  to  transfer  $36,000  of 
existing  contingent  funds  of  the  House  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
to  piece  out  the  amount  estimated  to  be  needed  to  continue  operations 
of  House  dining  facilities  for  the  remainder  of  fiscal  1969.  It  supple¬ 
ments  the  $175,000  interim  allocation  in  the  regular  1969  bill  last 
year,  for  a  total  of  $211,000. 

This  $211,000  sharjJy  contrasts  with  the  $478,000  (or  $536,000, 
if  the  effect  of  the  pending  Coordinated  Wage  Board  system  is  counted) 
in  prospect  for  fiscal  1969  when  the  bill  was  considered  last  year.  And 
this  was  on  the  heels  of  an  operating  loss  of  $366,000  in  fiscal  1968. 

The  request  last  year  was  sharply  cut  back;  steps  were  ordered 
to  bring  in  more  revenue  and  reduce  expenses;  and  an  in-depth  study 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office  of  the  entire  food  service  operation 
was  ordered.  The  $175,000  interim  allocation  for  1969  was  regarded 
as  probably  sufficient  for  6  to  7  months.  Through  February  8  (the 
8th  and  13  accounting  periods),  $130,000  was  used.  $81,000,  roughly, 
is  estimated  from  then  to  June  30,  and  with  only  $45,000  available, 
$36,000  additional  was  indicated  as  necessary  to  continue  to  June  30. 

It  is  the  committee’s  present  plan  to  go  into  the  GAO  study,  wLich 
has  been  completed,  in  connection  with  hearings  on  the  1970  budget. 
In  the  meantime,  the  Architect  should  take  advantage  of  any  addi¬ 
tional  economy  measures  that  may  suggest  themselves  as  reasonable 
and  acceptable. 

(M) 
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House  office  buildings. — ^The  committee  has  inserted  language, 
in  accord  with  the  request  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Parking,  to 
adjust  the  basis  for  compensating  the  Superintendent  of  Garages. 

This  position,  and  the  current  rate  for  it,  was  specifically  set  by 
action  in  the  appropriation  bill.  The  proposition  here  is  to  put  the 
compensation  on  the  same  "basic”  rate  footing  like  many  House 
employees  generally,  rather  than  at  a  specified  gross  rate,  and  to 
adjust  the  annual  compensation  from  the  present  $14,000  to  $16,509. 

The  normal  spread  between  the  toj)  job  and  the  assistant  was  con¬ 
siderably  narrowed  when  the  latter,  which  is  under  the  wage-board 
system,  was  reclassified  last  fall.  The  language  is  intended  to  restore 
the  situation. 

Items  in  Title  III  (Pay  Costs) 

Title  III  of  the  bill,  relating  to  increased  pay  costs  throughout  the 
government  generally  (where  not  sjiecifically  provided  in  title  II), 
includes  $9,929,970  in  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  for  fiscal 
1969  for  those  activities  of  the  Legislative  Branch  considered  by  the 
committee.  This  is  $1,247, .340,  or  about  11%,  below  the  corresponding 
pay  increase  budget  requests  of  $11,177,310  not  counting  $3,397,602 
in  1969  and  $126,900  for  1968,  pertaining  solely  to  the  other  body 
inasmuch  as  the  practice  is  to  leave  those  items  for  consideration  by 
that  body. 

Under  the  law.  Legislative  Branch  requests  are  not  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment  by  the  President.  What  the  committee  did  was  to  have  a  sum¬ 
mary  analysis  made  of  the  various  legislative  supplemental  requests, 
taking  account  of  reestimates  based  on  later  expenditure  experience — - 
generally  in  the  principal  items.  The  results  are  reflected  in  the  several 
amounts  in  the  bill. 

The  extent  of  practical  ability  to  absorb  the  increased  costs  varies 
considerably.  Many  of  the  appropriations  are  small,  involving  specific 
complements  of  varying  numbers  of  personnel  in  offices  where  the 
workload  is  more  or  less  steady  and  the  positions  are  statutory.  Item- 
by-item  allowances  are  shown  in  the  detailed  table  of  tliis  report  related 
to  title  III,  but  generally,  the  Ai’chitect’s  items  hivolve  about  18% 
absorption  of  costs;  the  Library,  about  32%;  the  office  of  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Documents,  about  28%;  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
about  20%.  Reductions  of  $214,565  were  made  in  requests  directly 
relating  to  the  House.  Two  of  the  joint  items  were  deleted,  another 
reduced. 
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Language  provision. 

Excludes  $126,900  for  1968  relating  to  a  Senate  item.  (H.  Doc.  91-94) 


CHAPTER  IX 


Subcommittee  on  Departments  of  State,  Justice,  Commerce, 
THE  Judiciary,  and  Related  Agencies 


JOHN  J.  ROONEY,  New  York,  Chairman 


ROBERT  L.  F.  SIKES,  Florida 
JOHN  M.  SLACK,  West 
Virginia 

NEAL  SMITH,  Iowa 
JOHN  J.  FLYNT,  Jr.,  Georgia 
CHARLES  S.  JOELSON,  New 
Jersey 


FRANK  T.  BOW,  Ohio 
GLENARD  P.  LIPSCOMB, 
California 

ELFORD  A.  CEDERBERG, 
Michigan 

MARK  ANDREWS,  North  Dakota 


DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  additional  $65,000  for  this  item 
of  which  $25,000  is  for  executive  level  salary  increases  and  $40,000 
is  for  the  data  processing  project  within  the  Customs  section  of  the 
Civil  Division. 

Language  is  also  included  in  the  bUl  which  provides  an  additional 
$233,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer,  to  cover  pay  act  costs  and  wage 
board  increases. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 

Included  in  the  bill  is  the  additional  sum  of  $1,314,000  for  this  item 
which  is  a  reduction  of  $353,000  in  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 
Of  the  amount  allowed,  $840,000  is  for  classified  employee  pay  in¬ 
creases;  $38,000  is  for  executive  pay  increases;  $298,000  is  for  revised 
standards  of  attorney  positions,  and  $138,000  is  to  provide  for  all  of  the 
additional  positions  requested  for  the  Tax,  Criminal  and  Civil  Rights 
Divisions  for  approximately  one  month  of  the  1969  fiscal  year.  The 
reductions  recommended  in  this  item  as  well  as  position  requests  in 
other  Department  of  Justice  supplemental  appropriations  are  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  requests  for  funds  for  additional  positions  were 
for  a  period  of  three  months  whereas  it  now  appears  it  vull  only  be 
possible  to  fill  the  positions  for  approximately  one  month  during  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

Language  is  also  included  providing  an  additional  $100,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  and  for  the  release  of  $100,000  reserved  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  to  defray  costs  of  the  pay  act. 

(55) 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  ANTITRUST  DIVISION 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate, 
$99,000,  as  well  as  language  providing  for  an  additional  $262,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  and  the  release  of  $90  000  reserved  pursuant  to 
Section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  additional  funds  provided  are 
for  increased  pay  costs  and  for  revised  standards  of  attorney  positions. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  UNITED  STATES  ATTORNEYS  AND 

MARSHALS 

An  additional  $2,505,000  jilus  language  providing  for  the  release  of 
$150,000  reserved  pursuant  to  Section  201  of  P.L.  90-364  is  included  in 
the  accompanying  bill  for  this  item.  Of  the  additional  amount  allowed, 
$1,468,000  is  for  classified  and  executive  pay  increases;  $175,000  for 
revised  standards  for  attorneys  and  deputy  marshals;  $300,000  for  in¬ 
creased  volume  and  cost  of  transcripts;  $400,000  for  increases  in 
premium  pay  costs,  overtime  costs  and  guard  hire;  and  $162,000  for  43 
assistant  United  States  attorneys,  43  clerks,  and  30  additional  deputy 
marshals.  All  of  the  requested  positions  have  been  allowed. 

Federal  Prison  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 

The  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  $2,319,000,  and  language 
providing  for  the  release  of  $250,000  reserved  pursuant  to  Section  201 
of  Public  laiw  90-364,  is  included  in  the  bill.  The  amount  allowed  is 
to  provide  for  pay  act  costs  and  for  keeping  a  larger  than  anticipated 
number  of  jirisoners  confined  in  Federal  institutions. 

SUPPORT  OF  UNITED  STATES  PRISONERS 

The  bill  also  includes  $2,500,000,  the  full  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate,  for  keeping  a  larger  than  anticipated  number  of  Federal 
prisoners  confined  in  non-Federal  institutions  and  also  to  cover  in¬ 
creased  rates. 

Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  an  additional  $1,187,000  plus  language 
providing  for  the  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364  for  this  item.  The  amount  allowed  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  provides  for  the  full  amount  requested  for  laboratory  supplies 
and  equipment.  It  also  provides  for  the  additional  positions  requested. 
The  full  amount  requested  for  pay  act  costs  is  also  included.  The  sum 
of  $37,000  is  provided  for  rent  and  installation  of  additional  radio 
communications. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Economic  Development  Assistance 

OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Language  is  included  in  the  bill  reducing  the  amount  required  to  be 
advanced  from  “Operations  and  Administration”  to  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration  from  $2,000,000  to  $1,200,000  and  also  providing 
for  the  release  of  $110,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364.  These  funds  are  to  be  used  to  defray  pay  act  costs. 

Maritime  Administration 

STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

Language  is  recommended  providing  for  the  transfer  of  $210,000 
to  this  item  from  the  fiscal  year  1969  appropriation  “Ship  Construc¬ 
tion.”  This  amount  is  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  allowances  for  uniforms,  textbooks,  and  subsistence  of  cadets 
at  State  ISIarine  Schools.  This  transfer  will  in  no  way  affect  the  actual 
construction  of  ships  inasmuch  as  the  transfer  is  from  funds  provided 
for  administrative  and  warehouse  expenses. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 

PRINTING  AND  BINDING  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTS 

Included  in  the  bill  is  an  additional  $27,000  for  fiscal  year  1969  and 
an  additional  $10,000  for  fiscal  year  1968  for  printing  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports.  These  additional  funds  are  required  as  a  result 
of  increased  printing  costs. 


Customs  Court 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  sum  of  $113,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  this  item  of  which 
$92,900  is  for  increased  pay  costs  and  $20,100  is  for  salaries  for  tem¬ 
porary  and  part-time  employees. 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other  Judicial 

Services 

SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 

The  sum  of  $1,975,000,  a  reduction  of  $100,000  in  the  request,  is 
provided  in  the  bUl  to  cover  increased  pay  costs  and  to  provide  the 
salary  for  nine  new  circuit  judges  and  three  additional  senior  judges. 
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SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

A  total  of  $2,412,000,  a  reduction  of  $453,000  in  the  amount  re¬ 
quested,  is  provided  for  this  item.  Of  the  amount  allowed,  $2,165,000 
is  for  pay  act  costs;  $42,000  is  for  the  salaries  of  secretaries  and  law 
clerks  for  the  new  circuit  judges;  $130,000  is  for  reclassiG cation  of  law 
clerks;  and  $75,000  is  for  83  additional  deputy  clerks.  The  funds  for 
the  additional  deputy  clerks  are  provided  for  the  administration  of 
the  new  jury  system  and  for  the  issuance  of  passports. 

TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 

Also  included  in  the  biU,  is  the  sum  of  $400,000  of  which  $150,000 
is  for  expenses  relating  to  the  nine  new  circuit  judges  and  $250,000  is 
for  administration  of  the  new  jury  system. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 

The  Committee  recommends  an  additional  $97,500  for  this  ofl&ce 
of  which  $87,500  is  for  pay  act  costs  and  $10,000  is  to  cover  costs  of 
5^additional  positions. 
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CHAPTER  X 


Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Transportation 

EDWARD  P.  BOLAND,  MASSACHUSETTS,  Chairman 

JOHN  J.  McFALL,  California  WILLIAM  E.  MINSHALL,  Ohio 

SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois  SILVIO  O.  CONTE,  Massachusetts 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
National  TRANSPOfttATioN  Safety  Board 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $298,000 
and  the  release  of  $28,000  now  in  reserve  for  the  National  Trans- 
jiortation  Safety  Board.  The  funds  recommended  will  enable  the 
Board  to  investigate  the  increased  number  of  catastrophic  accidents 
which  have  occurred  during  fiscal  1969  and  to  meet  increased  pay 
costs.  The  cuiTent  rate  of  major  aviation  accident  investigations  is 
three  times  that  of  fiscal  year  1968. 

Coast  Guard 

RETIRED  PAY 

The  Committee  considered  a  budget  request  of  $2,300,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  retired  Coast  Guard  personnel.  Recent  recomputations 
indicate  that  a  $2,000,000  appropriation  will  be  sufficient. 
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CHAPTER  XI 


Subcommittee  on  Departments  of  Treasury  and  Post  Office 

AND  Executive  Office 

TOM  STEED,  Oklahoma,  Chairman 

OTTO  E.  PASSMAN,  Louisiana  SILVIO  0.  CONTE,  Massachusetts 
JOSEPH  P.  ADDABBO,  New  York  HOWARD  W.  ROBISON,  New  York 
JEFFERY  COHELAN,  California  JACK  EDWARDS,  Alabama 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 

ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  amount  of  the  request  for  new 
funds  of  $1,978,000,  together  with  the  release  of  $334,000  of  funds  in 
reserve. 

These  additional  funds  are  required  for  reimbm-sement  to  paying 
agents  in  connection  with  redemption  of  securities  ($572,000) ;  reim¬ 
bursement  to  Federal  Reserve  Banks  for  operating  expenses  incurred 
as  Treasury  Department’s  fiscal  agents  ($863,000) ;  and  the  remainder 
of  $543,000  in  new  funds  plus  the  $334,000  of  funds  in  reserve  for  pay 
act  increases. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
salaries  and  expenses 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  amount  of  the  request  of 
$107,000. 

Of  the  $107,000  recommended,  $65,000  is  for  increased  economic 
studies,  $31,000  is  for  increased  pay  under  Public  LaAV  90-206  and 
$11,000  is  to  fund  the  new  executive  pay  increase. 

National  Security  Council 
salaries  and  expenses 

The  Committee  recommends  the  fuU  amount  of  the  request  of 

$200,000. 

These  additional  funds  are  required  because  of  increased  utilization 
of  the  Council  by  the  President.  The  President  announced  that  he 
intends  to  revitalize  the  Council  and  make  it  a  principal  forum  for 
the  consideration  of  national  problems. 
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CHAPTER  XII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $10,880,812,  the 
amount  of  the  estimate,  for  claims  and  judgments  rendered  against 
the  United  States,  Of  this  amount,  $13,081,416  represents  damage  and 
other  type  claims,  the  payments  of  which  are  due  under  various  laws, 
and  $3,799,390  represents  judgments  rendered  by  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Claims  and  U.S.  District  Courts.  Details  concerning  these  claims  and 
judgments  are  contained  in  House  Document  No.  101,  91st  Congress. 
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TITLE  III 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

This  title  of  the  bill  includes  the  bulk  of  the  supplemental  funds 
to  meet  the  unabsorbed  portion  of  increased  pay  and  related  costs 
which  have  been  incurred  during  fiscal  1969  under  several  enact¬ 
ments  of  the  last  session.  There  are  some  funds  for  this  purpose  inter¬ 
mingled  with  non-pay  supplementals  in  title  II.  The  regular  1969 
appropriations  did  not  include  specific  allowance  for  these  costs; 
agencies  have  been  running  on  a  deficiency  basis  as  the  law  allows  in 
such  instances. 

The  greatest  portion  of  the  costs  and  added  funds  stem  from  the 
so-called  second  phase  comparability  pay  adjustments  generally 
effective  last  July  1st,  under  Public  Laws  90-206  and  90-207,  with 
respect  to  postal,  other  civilian  employees,  and  military  personnel. 
District  of  Columbia  teachers  and  school  officers,  police,  and  firemen 
pay  increases  under  Public  Laws  90-319  and  90-320  are  also  involved, 
as  are  wage-board  prevailing  wage  adjustments  and  certain  other 
administratively  adjusted  salaries.  Also,  provision  is  made  for  execu¬ 
tive,  legislative,  and  judicial  salary  increases  pursuant  to  P.L.  90-206. 

When  the  pay  supplementals  for  1969  were  first  formulated  and 
reflected  in  the  January  budget,  the  aggregate  cost  for  1969  was 
estimated  at  $2,069,000,000,  and  in  the  aggregate  the  Executive 
Branch  proposed  to  absorb  nearly  25  percent  from  previously  ap¬ 
propriated  funds. 

The  new  administration  reviewed  the  supplementals  and  sub¬ 
mitted  a  number  of  revisions,  the  revised  budget  requests  for  new 
budget  (obligational)  authority — in  titles  II  and  III  combined — being 
$1 ,589,223,194.  Details  are  reflected  in  H.  Docs.  91-50 ;  85 ;  94 ;  and  98. 
The  committee  has  made  a  number  of  reductions  from  that  total; 
the  details  are  reflected  item-by-item  in  the  tabular  pages  that  follow. 
The  total  committee  cut  in  this  figure  is  $289,489,340,  or  about  18 
percent,  by  far  the  largest  portion — $272,600,000 — being  in  the  De¬ 
fense  Department.  The  total  committee  allowance  is  $1,299,733,854. 

The  Executive  Branch  had  combed  the  estimates  initially  and  the 
new  administration  had  also  reexamined  them.  Since  the  estimates 
are  for  mandatory- type  costs  that  have  been  running  all  fiscal  year, 
the  Committee  could  not  make  drastic  additional  cuts  all  across  the 
boards  this  late  in  the  fiscal  year  without  creatmg  unacceptable 
disruption  to  operations. 

There  are  many  transfer  and  reserve  release  provisions  throughout 
title  III  of  the  bill,  all  of  which  help  to  hold  down  the  amount  of  new 
budget  authority  that  would  otherwise  be  necessary. 

Here  is  a  capsule  of  the  totals  of  new  budget  (obligational)  au- 
thority  involved  for  pay  cost  increases  in  both  titles: 

Budget  authority  In  bill  Reduction 

requests 


Title  11. . . . . .  $127,767,400  $116,435,400  -$11,332,000 

Title  111 . . . .  1,461,455,794  1,183,298,454  -278,157,340 

Total .  1  1,589,223,194  11,299,733,854  -  289,489,340 


1  In  addition,  releases  of  P.L.  90-364  reserves  and  transfers,  etc.  in  existing  funds.  See  page  10  for  a  summary  of  these. 
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TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET  OUTLAYS 


The  committee  has  included  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  would 
place  an  overall  ceiling  on  budget  expenditures  during  the  fiscal  year 
1970  that  begins  on  July  1,  1969.  The  precise  terminology  is  “ExjDendi- 
tures  and  net  lending” — which,  taken  together,  constitute  “budget 
outlays”. 

The  amount  specifically  stated  in  the  provision,  $192,900,000,000, 
is  a  beginning  figure,  not  an  ending  figure.  It  is  the  revised  projection 
of  1970  budget  outlays  announced  by  the  President  on  April  12  and 
summarized  in  the  Review  of  the  1970  Budget  released  on  April  15. 
That  summary  appears  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  April  16,  1969, 
at  pages  E2993-2996. 

Coupled  to  the  $192.9  billion  figure  is  language  providing — 

*  *  *  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the  Congress  on  requests 
jor  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  his  esti¬ 
mate  oi  the  effect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures  and  net 
lending,  and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly 
adj  usted. 

In  other  words,  Congress  would  work  from  the  President’s  proposed 
total  spending  estimate.  It  would  do  so  through  its  actions,  or  its 
inactions,  on  recpiests  for  appropriations  and  other  budget  obliga- 
tional  authority  and  outlay  proposals  in  the  various  appropriation  bills 
and  certain  other  bills  affecting  the  budget. 

The  language  would  operate  continuously  to  adjust  the  ceiling,  as 
appropriate,  to  comport  with  the  estimated  expenditure  effect  of 
specific  congressional  actions  or  inactions  having  budgetary  impact. 

It  is  a  flexible  provision — but  in  terms  of  aggregate  spending,  flexible 
onlj^  on  the  action  of  the  Congress,  not  the  Executive. 

It  does  not  seek  to  declare  something  of  the  end  from  the  beginning; 
it  sets  a  beginning  point  against  which  Congress  would  work  in  decid¬ 
ing,  through  its  various  spending  actions,  what  the  ultimate  total 
should  be,  and  supplies  a  mechanism  for  resetting  the  ceiling 
accordingly. 

Unlike  last  yea  r’s  ceiling  provision,  it  does  not  impose  an  arbitrary 
broad-axe  type  ceiling  cutback  that  would  leave  to  the  Executive  the 
allocation  of  any  congressional  expenditure  reduction  to  specific 
agencies  and  programs. 

It  would  be  the  first  ceiling  ever  to  place  directly  in  the  hands  of 
Congress  the  specific  decision  as  to  the  maximum  amount  to  be  taken 
out  of  the  Treasury  for  payment  of  the  Government’s  bills  in  a  given 
12-month  period. 
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Potential  Reductions  and  Comparison  to  Last  Year’s 

Ceiling 

It  is  a  rigid  ceiling;  it  cannot  be  exceeded  except  upon  action  by  the 
Congress.  And  as  indicated  above,  the  ceiling  would  decrease  if 
congressional  actions  on  the  budget  so  provide. 

It  lays  the  basis  for  potentially  very  significant  retrenchment  in  ex¬ 
penditures.  If  such  a  ceiling  had  been  adopted — and  strictly  adhered 
to — over  the  last  many  years,  billions  of  expenditures  would  have 
been  avoided. 

More  specifically,  taking  all  14  budgets  for  the  post-Korea  fiscal 
years  1955  through  1968,  the  projected  expenditure  totals  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  annual  budgets  were  cumulatively  exceeded  by  about  $50  billion. 
In  11  of  the  14  years,  the  overruns  aggregated  $53.3  billion.  In  3  years, 
there  were  underruns  aggregating  $3.5  billion.  But  overall  for  the  14 
years,  the  government  actually  expended — for  a  variety  of  reasons — 
about  $50  billion  more  than  the  sum  total  of  what  was  projected  in  the 
original  budgets.  That  averages  to  about  $3.4  billion  a  year.  So  the 
potential  is  great,  if  the  ceiling  is  adopted  and  adhered  to. 

Unlike  the  expenditure  ceiling  provisions  enacted  in  the  last  session 
applicable  to  fiscal  1969,  nothing  would  be  exempt  from  the  ceiling. 
Last  year’s  ceiling  provisions  had  a  very  significant  impact  on  govern¬ 
ment  spending  in  fiscal  1969.  They  significantly  restrained  the  growth 
of  spending  that  undoubtedly  would  have  otherwise  occurred.  And 
on  the  latest  figures,  it  seems  beyond  reasonable  debate  that  in  the 
absence  of  the  ceiling  provisions,  a  much  needed  budget  surplus  for 
1969  would  not  now  be  in  prospect.  But  even  with  the  ceiling  and  the 
$6  billion  cutback  Congress  did  not,  by  its  actions,  diminish  the 
originally  projected  budget  expenditure  (outlay)  total  of  $186.1  billion. 
It  did  prevent  that  total  from  being  exceeded.  And  it  did  restrain 
growth  of  spending. 

More  specifically.  Congress  exempted  50% — $92.6  billion — of  the 
$186.1  billion  from  the  $6  billion  cutback,  and  expressly  permitted 
overruns  to  the  extent  determined  necessary  in  tlie  exempted  programs. 
Those  overruns  Avere  reestimated  in  the  April  15  budget  reAuew  at 
$6.1  billion.  The  overruns  in  exempted  areas  Aviped  out  the  $6  billion 
cutback  in  non-exempt  areas. 

In  its  specific  actions  on  the  individual  appropriation  and  other 
spending  bills.  Congress  last  year  conti'ibuted  roughly  $3.7  to  $3.9 
billion  (depending  on  variable  calculations)  to  the  $6  billion  OA^erall 
cutback,  leaving  the  remainder  to  be  allocated  by  the  Executive. 
The  April  15  ReAueAV  reflects  a  total  cutback  of  $7.3  billion  from  the 
original  estimates  for  non-exempted  areas.  Offsetting  this  gross  cut¬ 
back  are  the  $6.1  billion  oA-erruns  in  exempted  areas  leaving  a  net  esti¬ 
mated  cutback,  as  of  April  15  of  $1.2  billion  from  the  originally  pro¬ 
jected  total. 

Thus  the  latest  estimate  of  spending  for  1969  is  $184.9  billion,  $1.2 
billion  less  than  the  $186.1  billion  projected  in  the  original  1969  budget. 
But  it  should  be  noted  that  about  $1.5  billion  of  the  $7.3  billion  reduc¬ 
tion  noAV  shoAA'n  in  non-exempted  areas  is  not  a  cut  in  the  more  conven¬ 
tional  sense,  but  rather  financing  adjustments  because  the  Banks  for 
Cooiieratives,  the  Federal  Intermediate  Ch’edit  Banks,  and  the  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association  secondary  market  operations,  AAdiich 
Avere  in  the  original  $186.1  billion  budgst  total,  subsequently  became 
100%  privately  OAA'ned  and  thus  dropped  from  the  Federal  totals. 
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Of  course,  the  $7.3  billion  reduction  figure  is  a  composite  of  the 
specific  congressional  actions,  the  financing  adjustments,  actual  cur¬ 
tailments  of  outlays,  and  administrative  reestimates  of  expenditures — 
both  up  and  down — in  many  items  as  conditions  changed.  There  are 
signs  that  further  reestimates  upward  in  certain  programs  will  sub¬ 
stantially  diminish  the  $7.3  billion  figure  and  thus  in  turn  the  $1.2 
billion  figure. 

The  ceiling  proposed  in  this  bill  would  afford  opportunity  for 
maximum  flexibility  within  the  overall  total  to  meet,  as  fully  as 
reasonably  possible,  changed  and  changing  expenditure  require¬ 
ments  in  certain  specific  programs  that  cannot  be  foreseen  with 
great  precision.  The  new  administration  has  variously  indicated  that 
it  intends  to  seek,  on  a  continuing  basis,  economies  in  operations  and 
to  look  for  lower-priority  areas  when  it  needs  room  for  increases  within 
its  stated  policy  of  strict  fiscal  restraint.  An  aggregate  ceiling  would 
be  facilitating  in  this  regard. 

Of  course,  the  President  can  seek  supplemental  relief  to  meet 
necessary  but  unforeseen  and  unavoidable  outlay  increases  which  he 
finds  cannot  be  accommodated  within  the  overall  total. 

Setting  a  beginning  ceiling  in  this  fashion  should  in  no  way  dis¬ 
courage  the  Executive  Branch  from  its  continuing  commitment— and 
responsibility — for  seeking  to  conduct  the  day-to-day  management  of 
government  programs  at  the  very  minimum  cost  consistent  with  the 
public  necessities,  refraining  from  spending  every  dollar  that  can 
reasonably  be  saved.  Constructive  economy  in  pubhc  spending  is  not 
only  a  matter  of  legislative  decision.  It  is  also  a  matter  of  administra¬ 
tion.  The  new  administration  has  attached  high  priority  to  quahty  of 
performance  in  administering  the  government.  Wastefill  and  needless 
expenditures  often  do  not  become  so  until  funds  are  poorly  managed. 
The  primary  burden  of  getting  a  dollar’s  value  for  every  dollar  justi¬ 
fiably  appropriated  to  the  pmposes  of  government  lies  mainly  with 
those  who  administer,  not  with  those  who  legislate. 

The  Arithmetic  and  Mechanics  op  the  Ceiling 

The  ceding  begins  by  legislating  a  net  reduction  of  $2,372,000,000 
in  budget  outlays  projected  for  1970  in  the  original  (January)  budget — 
from  $195.3  billion  down  to  the  $192.9  billion  April  15  revised  projec¬ 
tion  of  the  present  administration.  But  the  gross  ceding  reduction  is 
$4,020,000,000;  this  was  offset  by  $1.6  bdlion  in  the  recent  budget 
review  by  upward  “corrections”  in  several  specific  projections  in  the 
original  budget. 

The  $4  billion  cutback  in  outlays  includes  $1.1  bdlion  in  defense, 
$1  bdlion  for  a  modification  of  the  previously  proposed  $1.6  bdlion 
increase  in  social  security  benefits,  and  $1.9  bdlion  for  programs 
affecting  almost  every  Federal  agency. 

In  the  Aprd  15  review  in  which  the  $4  bdlion  cutback  in  outlays 
was  projected  the  administration  also  proposed  gross  cutbacks  of  $5.5 
bidion  ($4.2  bdlion,  net  after  the  “correcting”  adjustments  of  $1.3 
bdlion)  in  appropriation  and  other  budget  obligational  authority 
requests.  $3  bdlion  of  this  is  in  defense  and  $2.5  bdlion  in  all  other 
areas  of  the  budget.  Budget  obligational  authority  (appropriations, 
essentially)  is  the  traditional  basis  on  which  appropriation  and 
authorization  bdls  are  stated  and  voted  on  regardless  of  the  year  or 
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years  in  which  the  funds  are  to  be  actually  disbursed  in  the  form  of 
budget  outlays. 

The  gross  total  for  new  budget  authority  for  1970  in  the  January 
budget  is  $210.1  billion,  and  in  the  April  15  revision,  $205.9  billion — 
including  so-called  permanent  budget  authority,  such  as  interest,  trust 
funds,  etc.,  which  does  not  actually  appear  in  the  annual  bills. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  several  other  committees 
have  before  them  for  consideration  these  revised  appropriation  re¬ 
quests  and  other  budgetary  recommendations  for  fiscal  1970.  What 
Congress  does  in  the  bills  dealing  with  these  various  budget  authority 
proposals  plus  a  handful  of  other  proposals  involving  outlays  but  not 
budget  authority  basically  determines  what  happens  to  the  $192.9 
million  beginning  ceiling  in  the  accompanying  bill. 

For  example,  net  reductions  made  through  the  appropriation  bills 
would  translate  into  net  downward  adjustments  to  the  $192.9  biUion 
figure.  And  in  this  general  connection,  some  $38  billion  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  budget  requests  are  first  subject  to  processing  through  the 
various  annual  authorization  blUs. 

In  the  area  of  proposed  legislation  for  which  the  outlay  budget  in¬ 
cludes  specific  sums,  several  have  the  effect  of  holding  the  outlay  total 
lower  than  it  otherwise  would  be.  Several,  of  course,  involve  additional 
outlays.  For  example,  if  Congress  does  not  enact  the  proposed  postal 
rate  increase,  the  outlay  ceiling,  according  to  the  latest  estimate 
available,  would  be  adjusted  upward  by  some  $600  million.  This  is 
because  postal  revenues  are  counted  as  offsets  to  expenditures,  not  as 
budget  receipts. 

If  the  budget  proposal  to  authorize  the  F armers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  to  make  insured  rather  than  direct  operating  loans  is  not  enacted, 
the  outlay  ceiling,  according  to  the  budget,  would  be  adjusted  upward 
by  $292  million. 

If  the  budget  proposal  for  legislation  to  restrict  public  assistance 
medical  aid  for  patients  in  mental  institutions  to  120  days  is  not 
enacted,  the  outlay  ceiling,  according  to  the  budget,  would  be  adjusted 
upward  by  $126  million. 

Several  legislative  proposals  designed  to  diminish  budget  outlays 
by  the  Veterans  Administration  are  priced  in  the  outlay  total  to  save 
some  $288  million  in  1970.  Failure  of  those,  according  to  the  budget 
figures,  would  be  the  basis  for  an  equivalent  upward  adjustment  in 
the  ceiling. 

These  four  examples  aggregate  $1.3  billion.  On  the  other  hand,  again 
for  example,  if  the  President’s  proposal  for  social  security  benefit  in¬ 
creases  is  not  enacted,  the  $600  million  (of  the  original  budget  amount 
of  $1.6  billion)  in  the  revised  budget  outlay  figure  would  not  now  be 
needed  for  that  piirpose,  in  which  case  the  outlay  ceiling  would  drop 
by  $600  million. 

As  to  the  mechanics  for  adjusting  the  ceiling,  timeliness  in  accommo¬ 
dating  government  programs  to  congressional  changes  is  essential  to 
orderly  administration.  Congi-ess  ^vill  be  processing  budgetary  recom¬ 
mendations  in  many  different  bills,  passing  through  various  legislative 
stages  over  a  period  of  several  months — virtually  all  after  the  fiscal 
year  begins.  And  it  seems  essential  in  the  interest  of  consistency  and 
otherwise  to  center  responsibilit  in  one  place  for  at  least  tentative 
determination  of  congressional  action  impact. 

The  Director  of  the  Budget  is  probably  in  the  best  position  to  make 
such  determinations.  The  monthly  reports  submitted  by  the  Director 
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under  subsection  (b)  of  the  ceiling  provision  can  be  evaluated  cur¬ 
rently.  They  can  be  checked  for  consistency  and  reasonableness  with 
tentative  estimates  frequently  made  tlirough  the  budget  “score- 
keeping”  reports  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  with  those  of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 
Amendatory  action  can  be  taken  if  that  seems  to  be  necessary  in  the 
circumstances. 

Unexpended  Carryover  Balances  and  the  Dimensions  of 

Annual  Actions 

The  proposed  ceiling  provision,  being  all-inclusive,  covers  expendi¬ 
tures  in  fiscal  1970  from  budget  authority  to  be  newly  granted  in 
this  session;  expenditures  from  so-called  permanent  appropriations 
that  flow  automatically  from  earlier  laws;  and  expenditures  from 
unexpended  carryover  balances  of  prior  years.  Very  substantial 
portions  of  the  $192.9  billion  beginning  ceiling  figure  spring  from  each 
of  these  three  general  sources  of  expenditure  availability. 

For  example,  total  unexpended  carryover  balances  at  the  beginning 
of  fiscal  1970  will  approximate  $226  billion — about  $100  billion  in 
social  security  and  other  trust  funds  and  $126  billion  in  Federal  funds. 
But  some  $77  billion  of  the  $126  billion  of  Federal  funds  will  have  been 
obligated  for  programs  across  the  government  but  not  yet  actually 
paid  out.  The  remaining  $49  billion,  not  obligated  and  not  expended, 
is  in  many  accounts  across  the  government;  there  is  a  comprehensive 
and  informative  special  analysis  of  it  in  the  January  budget.  Special 
Analysis  G,  pp.  78-93. 

But  of  the  $226  billion  total  beginning  carryover,  trust  and  federal 
funds  combined,  roughly  $86  billion  is  projected  for  expenditure  (dis¬ 
bursement,  that  is)  in  fiscal  1970,  and  roughly  that  amount  is  thus 
counted  in  the  $192.9  billion  ceiling  figure.  The  remainder — some  $138 
billion  after  a  small  lapse  amount — becomes  part  of  the  total  unex¬ 
pended  carryover  projected  into  the  following  year,  fiscal  1971. 

Roughly  then,  it  can  be  seen  that  only  about  $107  billion  of  the 
newly  projected  outlay  total  for  1970  ($192.9  billion,  less  the  $86 
billion  from  carryovers)  is  estimated  to  come  from  the  $205.9  billion 
new  budget  authority  requested  or  estimated  for  that  same  year  of 
1970.  Funds  appropriated  in  a  given  year  are  expended  partly  in  that 
year  and  partly  in  subsequent  years  because  of  long  lead-times, 
construction  time,  and  other  factors. 

To  put  the  relationship  of  budget  authority  and  outlays  in  some 
better  focus  by  way  of  extreme  illustration,  if  the  whole  $205  billion 
of  new  budget  authority  for  1970  failed,  the  expenditure  outlay 
reduction  in  1970,  based  on  the  budget,  would  be  only  $107  billion. 
The  remainder  would  be  an  expenditure  avoided  in  subsequent  years. 

But  to  ]mt  the  picture  in  sharper  focus,  it  must  be  noted  that 
Congress  does  not  annually  act  on  anywhere  near  the  entire  new 
budget  authority  total.  Some  of  it  is  in  the  form  of  requests  and  some 
of  it  is  in  the  form  of  estimates.  Roughly  $66  billion,  net,  of  tlie  new 
budget  authority  total  is  estimated  to  go  on  the  books  in  1970  auto- 
maticallj^ — so-called  permanent  appropriations — under  earlier  laws, 
mainly  trust  funds,  interest  on  the  debt,  and  several  others.  The  other 
$139  billion  goes  through  the  annual  bill  process — mostly  the  appro¬ 
priation  bills — but  it  involves  projected  expenditures,  as  to  1970,  of 
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i-oughly  only  $90  billion,  more  or  less,  which  means  that  Congress,  in 
the  various  annual  bills,  normally  deals  with  new  budget  authority 
amounts  that,  in  total,  relate  to  less  than  half  of  the  budget  outlays  ‘pro¬ 
jected  for  that  same  year.  As  noted,  more  than  half  of  budget  outlays 
in  a  giv^en  year  now  derive  from  carryover  balances  and  from  new 
budget  authority  that  goes  on  the  books  automatically  under  various 
permanent  ai)propriation  arrangements  enacted  over  the  years. 

The  size  of  the  unexpended  carryover  pipeline,  of  course,  depends 
on  what  is  put  in  and  what  is  taken  out.  Addition  of  more  new  budget 
authoritj^  than  is  expended  in  a  year  increases  the  pipeline.  During 
fiscal  1970,  based  on  the  recent  budget  projections,  the  total  unex¬ 
pended  pipeline  would  increase  from  $226  billion  to  $237  billion,  but 
all  of  the  increase  is  more  than  accounted  for  in  trust  fund  accumula¬ 
tions  of  balances.  In  Federal  funds,  there  is  a  drop  of  $1  billion,  from 
$126  billion  to  $125  billion.  Depending  on  congressional  actions,  this 
could  drop  further. 

Controllable  vs  Uncontrollable  Expenditures 

All  expenditures  are,  of  course,  controllable  by  the  Congress.  All 
expenditures  are  controlled  by  Congress,  because  they  flow  from  laws 
enacted  by  Congress.  But  as  a  very  practical  matter,  not  aU  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  effective  discretionary  control  through  the  normal  annual 
budget  and  appropriations  process. 

Very  considerable  expenditures  arise  from  so-called  permanent 
ap])ropriations  that  do  not  pass  through  the  annual  appropriation 
bills.  Interest  on  the  debt  and  trust  funds  are  examples. 

Several  programs  that  do  pass  through  the  annual  bill  process 
involve  mandated-type  expenditures  fixed  in  basic  law,  which  unless 
changed  through  legislation  operate  as  a  practical  limit  on  the  dis¬ 
cretionary  power  to  control  them  annually.  Veterans  pensions  and 
public  assistance  matching  grants  are  examples. 

Payments  for  prior  year  contracts  and  obligations  falling  due  can¬ 
not  effectively  be  avoided.  These  run  across  the  whole  government. 

There  are  a  number  of  others.  The  January  budget  classifies  some 
$98  billion,  or  about  half  of  the  1970  outlay  budget,  as  “relatively 
uncontrollable  civilian  outlays  under  present  law”.  The  figure  for 
the  April  15  budget  review  under  this  classification  is  $100  billion, 
meaning  that  better  than  half  of  the  outlay  budget  for  the  year  is 
not,  as  a  practical  matter,  subject  to  the  normal  discretionary  powers 
of  appropriation  without  changes  in  the  basic  laws  that  more  or  less 
ordain  them. 

Similarly,  though  the  makeup  in  detail  does  not  exactly  corre¬ 
spond,  in  the  $6  billion  cutback  provision  of  the  Revenue  and 
Exjienditure  Control  Act  last  session.  Congress  exempted  from  the 
ceiling  and  from  the  cutback,  programs  involving  about  half  of  total 
outlays,  in  effect  recognizing  their  relative  uncontrollability  Avithout 
changes  in  the  basic  laAA's  applicable  or  other  compelling  circum¬ 
stances  giAung  rise  to  them. 

Looking  at  the  matter  in  terms  of  increases  rather  than  totals,  about 
75%  of  the  outlay  increase,  1970  over  1969,  projected  in  the  January 
budget  Avas  in  these  so-called  relatively  uncontrollable  items.  The  pro¬ 
portion  applicable  to  the  $8  billion  outlay  increase,  1970  oA'er  1969, 
projected  in  the  neAV  administration’s  budget  reAueAv  is  even  greater. 
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The  outlay  ceiling  proposed  by  the  committee  for  1970,  while  rigid 
and  all-encompassing,  does  not  and  cannot  of  course  come  to  grips  with 
these  fundamentals  of  basic  laws.  But  by  covering  both  controllable 
and  “uncontrollable”  outlays,  it  wdl  focus  on  the  total,  and  keep  it  in 
focus. 

It  will  tend  to  force  attention  on  possible  alternatives  and  substitu¬ 
tions  when  upward  pressures  are  exerted  on  the  ceiling. 

It  will  keep  the  hands  of  Congress  on  it. 

While  there  are  some  grounds  for  doubt  that  the  outlay  (bill-paying) 
stage  of  the  fiscal  process  is  the  most  logical  or  the  most  effective 
point  at  which  the  Congress  should  seek  to  control  government 
spending,  an  overall  ceiling  on  outlays  in  a  given  year  has  some 
usefulness  as  a  short-run  regulating  device,  especially  when  the 
economic  and  fiscal  situations  are  under  great  stress  as  at  present. 
But  there  is  room  for  great  doubt  that  such  a  ceiling  can  realistically 
be  regarded  as  an  effective  long-run  control  procedure. 

As  today  is  the  consequence  of  yesterday,  so  tomorrow  is  the 
consequence  of  today.  Legislative  authorizations  are  the  seedbeds  of 
future  expenditure  growth.  Initial  authorization  of  a  program  or 
project  is  the  beginning  point  in  the  legislative  spending  process. 
If  the  program  or  project,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  not  authorized  by 
the  Congress,  then  no  appropriation  is  in  order.  But  the  facts  are  that 
virtually  every  year  new  programs  and  projects  are  authorized,  and 
old  programs  are  often  extended  and  expanded.  Seldom  are  existing 
programs  and  activities  deauthorized  via  the  basic  legislative  route. 
Fiscally,  the  cumulative  result  is  increasing  demands  on  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

In  the  long  range  sense  as  distinguished  from  any  particular  fiscal 
year,  too  much  emphasis  is  attached  to  controlling  growth  of  govern¬ 
ment  spending  by  applying  the  control  at  the  end  of  the  spending 
process.  It  is  more  logically  and  effectively  applicable  at  the  author¬ 
ization  and  appropriation  stages. 

Appropriations  are  not  in  order  unless  there  is  first  a  legislative 
authorization.  No  funds  can  be  withdrawn  from  the  Treasury  but  in 
consequence  of  valid  authority  granted  by  the  Congress  to  first 
create  an  obligation  in  behalf  of  the  Government.  That  is  the  key  to 
the  situation.  The  most  consistently  accurate  barometer  to  future 
spending  levels  is  the  dimensions  of  budget  authority  enacted  by  the 
Congress  to  enter  into  obligations  on  behalf  of  the  Government. 

Authorize  something  new  or  enlarge  an  existing  authorization  and  a 
request  for  new  obligating  authority  is  almost  certain  to  follow. 

Denial  of  authority  to  obhgate  precludes  a  subsequent  expenditure. 

Curtail  the  input  of  new  appropriations  (and  other  forms  of  obligat¬ 
ing  authority)  and  spending  come  down. 

Grant  authority  to  obligate  and  the  obligation  inevitably  will  follow 
in  due  time. 

Once  the  obligation  is  made  and  the  bill  comes  due,  the  check  to  pay 
it  (the  outlay)  must  also  inevitably  follow  in  due  time. 
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LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  connection  with  any  appropriation  bUl  are  recommended: 

On  page  5,  in  connection  with  the  Department  of  Defense: 

S^jc.  201 .  Deficiencies  incurred  under  the  terms  of  section  37S2  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.S.C.  11),  shall  not  exceed  the  amounts 
of  the  estimates  in  House  Documents  Numbered  91-50  and  91-94,  or  the 
amounts  provided  herein,  whichever  is  lower,  for  each  such  authorized 
puryose. 

On  page  16,  in  connection  with  the  Office  of  the  Speaker  of  the 
House: 

From  and  after  March  1,  1969,  the  basic  annual  lump-sum  ceiling 
allowance  applicable  under  this  appropriation  is  hereby  increased  by 
$2,230. 

On  page  17,  in  connection  with  the  House  office  buildings: 

From  and  after  March  1,  1969,  the  compensation  of  the  Superintendent 
of  Garages  shall  be  at  the  basic  annual  rate  of  $5,270. 

On  page  61,  in  connection  with  a  limitation  on  government  outlays: 

Sec.  401  •  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of  the 
Federal  Government  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall 
not  exceed  $192,900,000,000:  Provided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction, 
by  the  Congress  on  reguests  for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  froan  the  President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  his  estimate  of  the  efiect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures 
and  net  lending,  and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly 
adjusted. 

(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  periodically 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of  this  section.  The 
first  such  report  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which  begins 
after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subseguent  reports  shall  be  made 
at  the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  session  of  the  Ninety-first 
Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each  calendur  guarter  thereafter. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

MAr  15,1969 

Mr.  Mahon,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  j^rinted 
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Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  sujiple- 

5  mental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  ^'Second 

6  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 

MILITAIIY  OPEEATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
DEPAETMENT  OE  DEFENSE— MILITAEY 
MILITAEY  PEESONNEL 
Militaey  Peesonnel,  Aemy 
For  an  additional  ainount  for  “Military  personnel, 
Anny”,  $110,000,000. 

Militaey  Peesonnel,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Navy”,  $14,500,000. 

Militaey  Peesonnel,  Ate  Foece 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Air  Force”,  $115,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Aemy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Army”,  $96,310,000. 

Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Maeine  Coeps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  IMarine  Corps”,  $15,390,000. 

Opeeation  and  IHaintenance,  Aie  Foece 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Air  Force”,  $242,700,000. 
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PKOOUREMENT 

Peocurement  of  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Army 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Procurement  of  equip¬ 
ment  and  missiles,  Army”,  $640,100,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

TITLE  II 
CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Reseaech  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
for  “Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control”,  $1,400,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Cooperative  extension 
work,  pa3unents  and  expenses”,  for  “Retirement  and  employ¬ 
ees’  compensation  costs  for  extension  agents”,  $218,000. 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act  program”, 
$7,500,000. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

EMERGENCY  CREDIT  REVOLVING  FUND 
There  may  be  transferred  to  the  Emergency  Credit  Ee- 
volving  Fund  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  of  the  unobligated 
funds  in  the  Direct  Loan  Account,  to  be  reimbursed  to  the 
Direct  Loan  Account  from  repayments  of  loans  made  from 
the  Emergency  Credit  Eevolving  Fund. 

CHAPTEE  II 

DEPAETMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITAEY 
MILITAEY  PEESONNEL 
Eeserve  Personnel,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Eeserve  personnel. 
Navy”,  $4,150,000. 

Eeserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Eeserve  personnel.  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps”,  $4,500,000. 

Eetired  Pay,  Defense 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Eetired  pay.  Defense”, 
$175,000,000. 

OPEEATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Navy”,  $20,000,000. 
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Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Coeps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Marine  Coi’ps”,  $3,600,000. 

Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Aemy  National  Guaed 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Army  National  Guard”,  $10,000,000. 

Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Aie  National  Guard 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Air  National  Guard”,  $8,800,000. 

Geneeal  Peovision 

Sec.  201.  Deficiencies  incurred  under  the  terms  of  sec¬ 
tion  3732  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.S.C. 
11)  ,  shall  not  exceed  the  amounts  of  the  estimates  in  House 
Documents  Numbered  91-50  and  91-94,  or  the  amounts 
provided  herein,  whichever  is  lower,  for  each  such  author¬ 
ized  purpose. 

CHAPTER  III 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Fedeeal  Funds 

FEDEEAIj  payment  to  the  DISTEICT  of  COLUMBIA 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  payment  to  the 
District  of  Columbia”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  $10,365,000. 
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District  of  Columbia  Funds 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $975,000,  of  which  $1,000  shall  be  payable  from 
the  highway  fund. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fublic  safety”,  $10,034,- 
000,  of  which  $528,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund,  and  of  which  $1,302,000  shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  1968. 

EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education”,  $13,931,000. 

HEALTH  AND  WELFARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  welfare”, 

$111,000. 

SANITARY  ENGINEERING 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sanitary  engineering”, 
$252,000. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CI;AIMS  AND  SUITS 

For  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  approved  by 
tlie  Commissioner  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as  amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46 
Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131),  $50,000. 
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DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

Tlie  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Oo- 
liimhia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be 
paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

CHAPTER  IV 
EOREIGA  OPERATIONS 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

ASSISTANCE  TO  REFUGEES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  refugees 
in  the  United  States”,  $2,700,000,  and,  in  addition,  $35,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969. 

CHAPTER  V 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
telecommunications”,  $500,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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FUNDS  APPUOPEIATED  TO  THE  PKESIDENT 

DISASTEE  RELIEF 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Disaster  relief”,  $35,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

Federal  Trade  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$600,000;  (and  release  of  $81,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364). 

Selective  Service  System 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$2,573,000. 

V ETER  ANS  AdM  IN  ISTR  ATI  ON 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pen¬ 
sions”,  $179,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

READJUSTMENT  DENEFITS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Readjustnient  benefits”, 
$14,200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

MEDICAL  CARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $46,189,- 
000:  (and  release  of  $15,167,000  reserved  under  tins  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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GENBEAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Fleneral  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $12,000,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mortgai IE  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  TIOUSINCJ  ASSISTANCE 
The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section 
235  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat. 
477),  is  increased  by  $40,000,000  and  the  limitation  on 
total  payments  under  those  entered  into  under  section  236 
of  such  Act  (82  Stat.  498)  is  increased  by  $40,000,000. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with 
educational  institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604), 
is  increased  by  $2,500,000. 

LOW  RENT  PUBLIC  HOUSING  ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS 
For  additional  amounts  for  “Low  I'ent  public  housing 
annual  contributions”,  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968, 
and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1969. 

H.R.  11400 - 2 
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CHxiPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 
Bueeau  of  Land  Management 

MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOUECES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  of  lands 
and  resources”,  $10,410,000;  and  in  addition,  $1,803,000 
(including  $175,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  appropriation  for  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969;  (and  release  of  $275,000  reserved 
under  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201) . 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

RESOURCES  management 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”, 
$2,769,000;  (and  release  of  $426,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  j)ursuant  to  section  201  of  Pul)lic  Law  90- 
364). 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER,  CONSERVATION 
For  a  rcjtayable  advaiu'e  to  tlie  “Land  and  water  con¬ 
servation  fund”,  as  authorized  ))y  section  4(b)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Oonservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  (16 
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U.S.C.  4601-7),  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
against  such  fund  pursuant  to  law,  $19,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”,  to  be  derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  fund”  and  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  liqui¬ 
dation  of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  section  3(b)  (1) 
of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law  90-545) ,  $19,- 
000,000. 

Geological  Suevey 

SUEVEYS,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND  EESEAECH 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations, 
and  research”,  $2,092,000,  of  which  $300,000  shall  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1970. 

Bueeau  of  Mines 

HELIUM  FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  of  borrowing  authority  for 
the  “Helium  fund”,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  with¬ 
out  fiscal  year  limitation. 

Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

SALAEIES  and  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$48,000. 
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Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisttertes 

PAYMENT  TO  FISHERMEN’S  PROTECTIVE  FUND 


For  payment  to  “Fishermen’s  Protective  Fund”,  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  12,  1968  (82  Stat. 
729),  $60,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex])eiided. 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATIONS  Or  RESOURCES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investi¬ 
gations  of  resources”,  $1,353,000;  (and  release  of  $139,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

CONSTRUCTION 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $200,000, 
to  remain  availalile  until  expended. 

National  Park  Sr:RvicE 

MANAGEMENT  AND  JUIOTECTION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  ])ro- 
tection”,  $2,479,000;  (and  ndease  of  $195,000  reserved 
under  this  a})pro])riatiou  ])ursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) . 
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COi^STKUOTlON 

For  an  additional  anioiint  for  ‘‘Construction”,  $100,000, 
to  reinain  available  until  expended. 

DEPARTJMFNT  OF  AGIUCULTUEE 
Forest  Service 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and 
utilization”,  as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $25,- 
028,000;  “Forest  research”,  $1,564,000;  and  “State  and 
private  forestry  cooperation”,  $124,000:  (and  release  of 
$1,676,000  reserved  under  “Forest  protection  and  utiliza¬ 
tion”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 

HUMANITIES 


Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
e(pial  to  the  total  amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of 
money,  and  other  property  received  by  each  Endowment 
under  the  ])rovisions  of  section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965, 
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as  amended,  not  to  exceed  a  total  of  $3,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  VII 
DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 
Bueeau  of  Employment  Secueity 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOE  FEDEEAL 
EMPLOYEES  AND  EX-SEEVTCEIMEN 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen”, 
$20,000,000. 

Wage  and  Laboe  Standaeds 
Bueeau  of  Employees’  Co^vipensation 
employees’  compensation  claims  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Employees’  compensation 
claims  and  expenses”,  $15,900,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 
Office  of  Education 
lUGIIER  educational  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational  ac¬ 
tivities”,  including  payments  autliorized  by  section  108 
(b)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968), 
and  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the 
Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law 
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90-575,  approved  October  16,  1968),  $11,161,000,  of 
which  $3,920,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for 
said  annual  interest  grants:  Provided,  That,  in  addition, 
$160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969. 

Public  Health  Seevice 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SUEGEON  GENEEAL 
COMPEEHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SEEVICES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Comprehensive  health 
planning  and  services”,  $9,186,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”, 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$292,000  reserved  under  “Comprehensive  health  planning 
and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  :  Provided,  That  the  amount  made  available  under 
“Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services”  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation 
Act,  1969,  for  grants  under  section  314(a)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  is  reduced  from  “$7,375,000”  to 
$7,125,000. 

DISTEICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 
For  grants  and  loans  pursuant  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
Medical  Facilities  Construction  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90- 
457),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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Social  and  1{eiiai51litati()n  Service 
(iKANTS  TO  STATES  EOK  I’lIBLlC  ASSISTANCE 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Grants  to  States  for 
maintenanee  jiayments”;  “Grants  to  States  for  niedieal  assist¬ 
ance”;  and  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and 
demonstration  projects”;  $651,546,000. 


ASSISTANCE  EOK  REPATRIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  for  repatriated 
United  States  nationals”,  $100,000. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
House  op  Representatives 
For  payment  to  Lelia  Ashton  Everett,  mother  of  Robert 
A.  Everett,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  $30,000. 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 
Office  of  the  Speaker:  From  and  after  March  1,  1969, 
the  basic  annual  lump-sum  ceiling  allowance  applicable  under 
this  appropriation  is  hereby  increased  by  $2,230. 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES 

Miscellaneous  items:  The  limitation  under  this  head, 
fiscal  year  1969,  on  the  payment  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capi¬ 
tol  in  accordance  with  section  208  of  the  Act  approved  Octo- 
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ber  9,  1940  (Public  Law  812),  is  hereby  increased  by 
$36,000. 

Aechitect  of  the  Capitol 
House  office  buildings:  From  and  after  March  1,  1969, 
the  compensation  of  the  Superintendent  of  Garages  shall  be 
at  the  basic  annual  rate  of  $5,270. 

CHAPTER  IX 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  Geneeal  Administeation 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES,  GENEEAL  ADMINISTEATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘^Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  administration”,  $65,000,  and,  in  addition,  $231,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement 
Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364,  and  $2,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Community  Relations  Service”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENEEAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  legal  activities”,  $1,314,000,  and,  in  addition,  $100,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement 
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Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201). 

SALA1?1ES  AND  EXPENSES,  ANTITPUST  DIVISION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Antitrust  Division”,  $99,000,  and,  in  addition,  $262,000 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  Luav  Enforcement  Assistance 
Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364;  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses.  Antitrust  Division”  pursuant  to  said  section  201) . 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  UNITED  STATES  ATTORNEYS 

AND  MARSHALS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
United  States  attorneys  and  marshals”,  $2,505,000;  (and 
release  of  $150,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Luav  90-364). 

Federal  Prison  System 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OP  PRISONS 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Bureau  of  Prisons”,  $2,319,000;  (and  release  of  $250,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  ])ursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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SUPrOET  OF  united  states  prisonees 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Support  of  United  States 
Prisoners”,  $2,500,000. 

Bureau  op  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,187,000;  (and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  OOMMEBOE 
Economic  Development  Assistance 

OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRATION 
The  amount  required  to  he  advanced  from  “Operations 
and  administration”  to  the  Small  Business  Administration 
during-  the  current  fiscal  3''eai‘  for  the  processing  of  loan  appli¬ 
cations  is  hereby  reduced  to  $1,200,000;  (and  release  of 
$116,000  reserved  under  this  ap])ropriation  ])ursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

]\r ARTTI M E  A DIMI NI STRAT ION 
STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allow¬ 
ances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 
State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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$210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  “Ship  construction”. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

SUPEEME  COUET  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
FEINTING  AND  BINDING  SUPEEME  COUET  EEPOETS 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  $27,000. 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $10,000. 

Customs  Couet 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$113,000. 

Couet  of  Appeals,  Disteict  Couets,  and  Othee 

Judicial  Seevices 

SALAEIES  OF  JUDGES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”, 
$1,975,000. 

SALAEIES  OF  SUPPOETING  PEESONNEL 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting 
personnel”,  $2,412,000. 

TEAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous 


expenses”,  $400,000. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “xidministrative  Office  of 
the  United  States  Courts”,  $97,500,  and,  in  addition, 
$10,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “"Expenses  of  referees”,  fiscal  year  1969. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$298,000;  (and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Coast  Guard 

RETIRED  PAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay”, 

$2,000,000. 

CHAPTER  XI 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 

ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administering  the  public 
debt”,  $1,978,000;  (and  release  of  $334,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) . 
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EXECUTIVE  OEEIOE  OE  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  an  additional  arnonnt  for  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$107,000. 

National  Security  Council 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$200,000. 

CHAPTER  XII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDG]\IENTS 

For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  ren¬ 
dered  against  the  United  States  hy  the  United  States  Court 
of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in 
House  Document  Numbered  101,  Ninety-first  Congress, 
$16,880,812,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judg¬ 
ments  or  provided  b}^  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due 
to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to 
pay  claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judg¬ 
ment  herein  a])propriated  for  shall  be  ])aid  until  it  shall  hc- 
come  final  and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  hy 
lailure  of  the  i)arties  to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  fvr- 
dier,  lliat  unless  otherwise  specifically  rcHpiired  by  law  or 
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by  jiidg'mont,  payiiu'iit  of  interest  wherever  a]>{)ropriatc(l  for 
herein  sliall  not  continue  for  more  tlian  thirty  days  after 
tlie  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 

TITLE  111 

INOKEASEJ)  PAY  COSTS 

For  additional  amounts  for  a})pro])riations  for  the  liscal 
year  1969,  for  increased  pay  costs  authorized  hy  or  ])ur- 
suant  to  law,  as  follows: 

LEGISLATIVE  BEANCH 
House  of  Eepeesentatives 

CO^rPENSATTON  OF  MEM  PEES 

Compensation  of  Members,  $1,975,000; 

SALAEIES,  OFFICEES,  AND  EMPLOYEES 

“Office  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015; 

“Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $12,935; 

“Compilation  of  precedents  of  House  of  Eepresenta- 
tives”,  $670; 

“Office  of  the  Chaplain”,  $1,250; 

“Office  of  the  Clerk”,  $110,000; 

“Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms”,  $192,000; 

“Office  of  the  Doorkeeper”,  $65,000; 

“Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $40,875; 

“Committee  employees”,  $400,000; 

Special  and  minority  employees: 
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“Minority  employees”,  $11,410; 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $3,760; 
“House  Republican  conference”,  $3,760; 

“Majority  leader”,  $4,800; 

“Minority  leader”,  $4,005; 

“Majority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Minority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Printing  clerks”,  $980; 

“Official  reporters  of  debates”,  $27,000; 

“Official  reporters  to  committees”,  $24,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $25,600; 

Membees’  Cleek  Hiee 
“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $3,050,000; 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
“Special  and  select  committees”,  $129,000; 

“Revision  of  laws”,  $1,490; 

“Speaker’s  automobile”,  $665  ; 

“Majority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665 ; 

“Minority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665 ; 

Joint  Items 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 
“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $13,500; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $17,820; 
“Joint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $12,425; 
Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
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“Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production”,  $7,950; 

Aechitect  of  the  Capitol 

Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol:  ‘‘Salaries”, 
$36,000; 

Capitol  buildings  and  grounds : 

“Capitol  buildings”,  $74,500; 

“Capitol  grounds”,  $25,600; 

“House  office  buildings”,  $300,000; 

“Capitol  power  plant”,  $27,500 ; 

Library  buildings  and  grounds:  “Structural  and  me¬ 
chanical  care”,  $28,000 ; 

Botanic  Garden 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $22,500; 

Library  of  Congress 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $579,300:  Provided,  That 
$75,000  of  the  amount  allocated  for  rental  of  space  under 
this  head,  fiscal  year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay 
costs; 

Copyright  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $109,800; 

Legislative  Reference  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$170,000,  and  in  addition,  $50,000  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  distri¬ 
bution  of  catalog  cards; 

Distribution  of  catalog  cards:  Not  to  exceed  $150,000 
n.R.  11400 - 4 
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of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal  year 
1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs; 

Organizing  and  microfilming  the  papers  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  :  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,000 ; 

“Collection  and  distribution  of  library  materials  (spe¬ 
cial  foreign  currency  program)  ”,  $9,000; 

Government  Printing  Office 
Office  of  Superintendent  of  Documents:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $178,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $50,- 
000  of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal 
year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs ; 

General  Accounting  Office 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,214,000; 

THE  JUDIOIAPY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaiies”,  $120,000; 

“Care  of  the  building  and  grounds”,  $15,900; 

Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $16,000; 

Court  of  Claims 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $64,000; 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

“Expenses  of  referees”,  $248,000,  to  be  derived  from 
the  “Referees’  salary  and  expense  fund” ; 
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‘‘Salaries  of  referees”,  $404,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
“Eeferees’  salary  and  expense  fund”; 

EXECUTIVE  OEEIOE  OE  THE  PEESIDENT 
0()m:pp]nsatton  op  the  President 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  of  the 
President”,  $44,584 ; 

Bureau  of  the  Budget 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $50,000;  (and  release  of 
$355,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of 
$70,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Telecommunications”;  (Eelease 
of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization  functions  of  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $40,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (Eelease  of  $28,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pul)lic 
Law  90-364) ; 
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Special  Hepresentative  for  Trx\de  Negotiations 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000; 

FUNDS  APPROPEIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
“Administrative  expenses”.  Agency  for  International 
Development,  $1,500,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
appropriations  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Administrative  and  other  expenses”.  Department  of 
State,  $75,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropria¬ 
tions  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $6,615,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 
“Payments  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $81,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Extension  Service 
“Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses”; 
(Release  of  $135,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $73,000; 
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Soil  Conseevation  Seevice 
“Conservation  oxierations”,  $3,980,000;  (and  release 
of  $1,000,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  planning”,  $254,000;  (and  release  of 
$90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Elver  basin  surveys  and  investigations”,  $306,000; 
(and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  works  of  improvement”,  $688,000;  (and 
release  of  $300,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Flood  prevention”,  $224,000;  (and  release  of  $128,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Great  Plains  conservation  program”,  $160,000; 
“Eesource  conservation  and  development”,  $111,000; 
(and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Economic  Eeseaech  Seevice 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $684,000; 

Statistical  Eepoeting  Seevice 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $527,000; 
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Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
“Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams”,  $2,300,000;  (and  release  of  $600,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) . 

“Special  milk  program”;  (Eelease  of  $15,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $362,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  Agi'icultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 
(and  release  of  $68,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $65,000; 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

“Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service”,  $4,108,000  of  which  $1,826,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  fiscal  year 
1969,  $1,560,000,  from  “Cropland  conversion  program”, 
and  $722,000  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Fund;  (and  release  of  $551,000  reserved  under  “Expenses, 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Eural  Community  Development  Service 
‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $18,000;  (and  release  of 

$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $568,000; 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $49,000;  (and  release  of 

$64,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $239,000; 

Office  of  Information 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $58,000; 

National  Agricultural  Library 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $40,000;  (and  release  of 

$35,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Management  Services 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $116,000;  (and  release  of 
$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Geneeal  Administeation 
‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $224,000,  of  which  $36,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  and  expenses”, 
Cooperative  State  Eesearch  Service,  (and  release  of 
$30,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Rueal  Electeification  Administeation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $624,000;  (and  release  of 
$11,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Eaemees  Home  Administeation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,094,000,  of  which  $13,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”.  Agricultural  Research  Service  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  $158,000  from 
“Payments  and  expenses”.  Cooperative  State  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  (including  $44,000  from  the  amount  reserved  pursuant 
to  said  section  201),  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Federal  Extension  Service  pursuant  to  said  section 
201,  $150,000  from  “Payments  to  States  and  possessions”, 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  and  $412,000  from  “Crop¬ 
land  adjustment  program”.  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service;  (and  release  of  $156,000  reserved 
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under  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

FeDEEAL  CeOP  InSUEANCE  COEPOEATION 
“Administrative  and  operating  expenses”,  $274,000; 
(and  release  of  $97,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Geneeal  Admtnisteation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $293,000,  of  which  $75,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Operations  and  adminis¬ 
tration”,  Economic  Development  Assistance; 

Office  of  Business  Economics 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000,  to  he  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Operations  and  administration”.  Economic 
Development  Assistance;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Bueeau  of  the  Census 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $567,000 ; 

“1967  economic  censuses”,  $285,000; 

Business  and  Defense  Seevices  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $206,000;  (and  release  of 
$36,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Inteenational  Activities 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$163,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Export  control”,  $136,000;  (and  release  of  $60,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Eield  Sekvices 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $142,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,254,000;  (and  release  of 
$786,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Eesearch  and  development”,  $614,000;  (and  release 
of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Patent  Office 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,240,000;  (and  release  of 
$321,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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I^ATiONAL  Bureau  of  Standards 
‘‘Besearch  and  technical  services”,  $1,100,000; 

Maritime  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  administrative  expenses, 
$261,000; 

“Maritime  training”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of  $99,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $173,000; 

DEPAETMENT  of  DEFENSE— MILITAEY 
Military  Personnel 
“Military  personnel.  Army”,  $230,000,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Navy”,  $160,000,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Marine  Corps”,  $45,000,000; 
“Military  personnel,  Air  Force”,  $214,000,000; 
“National  Guard  personnel.  Army”,  $13,000,000; 

Operation  and  Maintenance 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”,  $85,000,000; 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force”,  $73,000,000; 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Defense  agencies”, 
$32,000,000; 
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“Court  of  Militaiy  Appeals”,  $18,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
Depaetment  of  the  Army 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS— CIVIL 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  general”,  $1,731,000,  and 
in  addition,  $1,869,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Constraction  general”,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364 ; 

“General  expenses”,  $1,000,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Constniction,  general”, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364. 

UNITED  STATES  SOLDIEES’  HOME 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $181,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

The  Panama  Canal 

CANAL  ZONE  GOVERNMENT 

“Operating  expenses”,  $1,085,000  (and  release  of 
$120,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMPANY  FUND 

“Limitation  on  general  and  administrative  expenses”, 
(increase  of  $130,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative 
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expenses  and  release  of  $20,000  reserved  under  this  limita¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Food  and  Deijg  Adminjsteation 

‘^Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,589,000,  to  be  derived  by- 
transfer  from  ‘Communicable  diseases”,  Pubbc  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $835,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  : 

Office  op  Education 

“School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas”,  $16,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $12,000  reserved  under  “School  assistance  in 
federally  affected  areas”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $694,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$1,123,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  rights  educational  activities”,  $67,000,  to  be 
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derived  by  transfer  from  ‘‘Community  mental  health  resource 
support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

Public  Health  Seevice 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON'  GENERAL 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $307,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resom’ce  support”, 
Pubhc  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$80,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

HEALTH  MANPOWER 

“Health  manpower  education  and  utilization”;  (release 
of  $201,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Dental  health  activities”;  (release  of  $102,000  re- 
seiwed  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DISEASE  PREVENTION  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTROL 

“Chronic  diseases”,  $436,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal 
year  1969:  (and  release  of  $130,000  reserved  under 
“Chronic  diseases”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Air  pollution”;  (release  of  $519,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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“Urban  and  industrial  health”;  (Release  of  $492,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Radiological  health”,  $407,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

“Community  health  services”;  (release  of  $590,000 
reserved  imder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $1,993,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$91,000  reserved  under  “Patient  care  and  special  health 
services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Hospital  construction  activities”;  (release  of  $169,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  health  activities”,  $2,640,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubhc  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $214,000  reserved 
under  “Indian  health  activities”  pursuant  to  said  section 
201); 
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NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

“Biologies  standards”;  (Eelease  of  $114,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Eegional  medical  programs”;  (Eelease  of  $67,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Environmental  health  sciences”;  (Eelease  of  $137,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH 

“Mental  health  research  and  services”,  $401,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  re¬ 
source  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $801,000  reserved  under  “Mental  health 
research  and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Saint  Ehzabeths  Hospital,  Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,984,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

OTIIEE  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

“National  health  statistics”;  (Eelease  of  $271,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“National  Library  of  Medicine”;  (Release  of  $162,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,234,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

Social  Security  Administration 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses  (trast  fund)  ”,  (In¬ 
crease  of  $18,147,000  in  the  limitation  on  “Salaries  and 
expenses”)  ; 

Special  Institutions 

“Gallaudet  College,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Howard  Hniversity,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $401,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Preedmen’s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $291,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969; 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $216,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”. 
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Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$232,000  reserved  under  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Field  Coordination,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$215,000,  to  1)0  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Ilealtli  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 ; 

“Office  of  the  Comptroller,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Pe- 
lease  of  $458,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $233,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $10,000  reserved  under  “Office  of 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Surplus  property  utilization”,  $57,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  sup¬ 
port”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$56,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $61,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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J)EPAI{TI\IENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  UllBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Kknewal  and  Housing  Assistance 
“Salaries  and  ex])eiiscs”,  $1,407,000;  (and  release  of 
$387,000  reserved  on  aceonnt  of  this  approjiriation  ])nrsiiant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-304)  ; 

IMeteopotttan  DeVET;OPMENT 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $280,000;  (and  release  of 
$73,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Demonstrations  and  Intergovernmental  Pelattons 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $66,000;  and,  in  addition, 
$171,000  (including  $34,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Model  cities  programs”;  (and  release  of  $15,000  reserved 
on  account  of  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Demonstrations  and 
Intergovernmental  Delations  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Urban  Eesearch  and  Technology”,  (Eelease  of  $6,000 
reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Departmental  Management 
“General  administration”,  $230,000;  (and  release  of 
$51,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Eegional  management  and  services”,  $278,000;  (and 
release  of  $80,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Moetgage  Credit 

‘‘Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative 
expenses.  Federal  housing  administration”;  (Increase  of 
$465,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and 
increase  of  $1,000,000  in  the  limitation  on  non-administra- 
tive  expenses)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

“Education  and  welfare  services”,  $2,843,000;  (and 
release  of  $415,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Construction”,  (Release  of  $39,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

“Road  construction  (liquidation  of  contract  authoriza¬ 
tion)  ”,  (Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $246,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  Indian  irrigation  systems”; 

(Release  of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Power  systems,  Indian  irrigation  projects”;  (Kelease 
of  $39,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  moneys,  proceeds  of  labor,  agencies,  schools, 
etc.”;  (Eelease  of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Tribal  funds”;  (Eelease  of  $48,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law 
90-364) ; 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Eeoreation 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $175,000; 

Bureau  of  Mines 

“Conservation  and  development  of  mineral  resources”, 
$750,000;  and  $433,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Solid  waste  disposal”; 

“Health  and  safety”,  $347,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $70,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

“Management  and  investigations  of  resources”,  $628,- 
000;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Federal  aid  for  commercial  fisheries  research  and  de¬ 


velopment”,  $8,000 ; 
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“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$7,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $45,000 ; 

“Administration  of  Pribilof  Islands”,  $20,000; 

“Promote  and  develop  fishery  products  and  research 
pertaining  to  American  fisheries”;  (Release  of  $10,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  fisheries  loan 
fund”,  (Increase  of  $13,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses)  ; 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$9,000,  which  shall  he  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Saline  water  conversion”,  fiscal  year  1969, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $78,000;  and  in 
addition  $4,000  to  he  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Operation  and  maintenance”.  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364; 
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National  Paek  Seevioe 


“Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities”, 
$068,000;  (and  release  of  $l  15,000  reserved  under  this  a})- 
propriation  pursuant  to  seetion  201  of  Pulilic  Law  90-304)  ; 
“General  administrative  expenses”,  $186,000; 
“Preservation  of  historic  properties”,  $21,000; 

Bueeau  of  Beclamation 
“General  investigations”,  $371,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $630,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $450,000; 

Bonneville  Powee  Administeation 
“Construction”;  (Eelease  of  $998,000  reserved  undei 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 


“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Eelease  of  $643,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pul)lic  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Construction  of  electric  transmission  lines  and  substa¬ 
tions,  contributions,  Bonneville  Power  Project”;  (Eelease  of 
$1,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Office  of  the  Solicitor 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $454,000; 

Office  of  Water  Eesources  Eesearch 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $31,000; 

DEPAETMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Community  Eelations  Service” ; 
(Eelease  of  $88,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $9,220,000; 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,276,000;  (and  release  of 
$270,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Eelease  of  $57,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 
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DEPAKTMENT  OE  LABOR 
Manpower  Administration 
“Manpower  Development  and  Training  Activities”; 
(Release  of  $92,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Olfice  of  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”;  (Release  of  $313,000  reserved  under  this  appropri¬ 
ation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  $363,000,  of  which  $213,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  $142,000  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201,  and 
$8,000,  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “IMan- 
power  Development  and  Training  Activities”,  pursuant  to 
said  section  201;  (and  release  of  $50,000  reserved  under 
“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

“Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  salaries  and  ex- 
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penses”,  (Increase  of  $865,000  in  tlie  amount  available  for 
administrative  expenses  and  release  of  $125,000  resented 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Labor-Management  P elations 
“Labor-Management  Services  Administration,  salaries 
and  expenses”,  (Pelease  of  $448,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  ; 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards 

WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDARDS  ADMINISTRATION 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $152,000,  of  which  $100,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $52,000  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “La1)or  Management 
Services  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to 
section  201 ;  (and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  under  “Wage 
and  Labor  Standards  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
])iirsuant  to  said  section  201 )  ; 

“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”; 
(Pelease  of  $992,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Buri^au  of  Labor  Statistics 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000,  of  which  $87,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
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‘‘Office  of  the  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
(and  release  of  $700,000  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section 
201); 

Bueeatj  of  Inteenational  Laeoe  Affates 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $14,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $60,000  reserved 
under  “Bureau  of  Inteniational  Labor  Affairs,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Office  of  the  Solicitoe 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $21,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $200,000  reserved 
under  “Oflice  of  the  Solicitor,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Offici:  of  the  Seceetaey 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $121,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pnbhc  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $110,000  reserved 
under  “Office  of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 
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“I'ederal  contract  compliance  and  civil  rights  program,” 
$39,000,  to  he  derived  hy  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release 
of  $3,000  reserved  under  “Federal  Contract  Compliance 
and  Civil  Eights  Program”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

POST  OFFICE  DEPAETMENT 


(Out  of  Postal  Fund) 

“Administration  and  regional  operations”;  (Eelease 
of  $2,107,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Eesearch,  development,  and  engineering”,  $500,000; 

“Operations”,  $195,071,000,  and,  in  addition,  $62,- 
000,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Transportation”, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 


Ai)]\iinistkatton  of  Foreign  Affairs 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,787,000,  and,  in  addition, 
$750,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Cbamizal  settle¬ 
ment”,  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,  and  $83,000  from  “Eama  Eoad, 
Nicaragua” ; 

International  Organizations  and  Conferences 
“Missions  to  international  organizations”,  $153,000; 
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International  Commissions 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United 
States  and  Mexico : 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $43,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $29,000 ; 

“American  sections,  international  commissions”, 
$19,000; 

Educational  Exchange 

“Mutual  educational  and  cultural  exchange  activities”, 
$425,000 ; 

Otiii]r 

“Migration  and  refugee  assistance”,  $26,000; 

DEPAIITMENT  OE  TRANSPOKTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

“Salaries  and  ex])euses”,  $100,000; 

Coast  Guard 

“Operating  ex])enses”,  $9,500,000;  (and  release  of 
$82,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Acquisition,  construction  and  improvements”;  (Release 
of  $51,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Reserve  training”,  $900,000;  (and  release  of  $40,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appro])riation  ])ursnant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 
‘‘Operations”,  $30,400,000 ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  National  Capital  airports”, 

$220,000; 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
“Highway  beautification”,  $64,000; 

“Motor  carrier  safety”,  $68,000;  (and  release  of 
$22,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pui'suant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 

“Limitation  on  general  expenses”,  (increase  of  $875,000 
in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses;  and 
release  of  $641,000  reserved  under  this  limitation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Eailroad  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (release  of  $35,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubbc 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Bureau  of  railroad  safety”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$83,000  reserved  under  ll  lis  a{)])ro]»riation  jnirsnant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $257,000;  (and  release  of 
$134,000  reserved  under  this  a])propriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Bureau  of  Customs 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,637,000;  (and  release  of 
$1,550,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Bureau  of  tiie  Mint 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Internal  Eevenue  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $425,000;  (and  release  of 
$564,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Ptevenue  accounting  and  processing”,  $4,500,000; 
“Compliance”,  $2,800,000;  (and  release  of  $20,360,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Treasurer 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $167,000;  (and  release  of 
$85,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

United  States  Secret  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,338,000; 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
“Operating  expenses.  Public  Buildings  Service”,  $3,- 
671,000;  (and  release  of  $677,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
“Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Becords 
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Service”,  $300,000;  (and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Puldic  Law  90- 
364); 

‘‘Operating  expenses.  Transportation  and  Communica¬ 
tions  Service”;  (Eelease  of  $5,000  reserved  under  this  ap- 
])ropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Operating  ex])enses,  Property  Management  and  Dis¬ 
posal  Service”;  (Eelease  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Administrator”,  $119,- 

000; 

“Administrative  operations  fund”;  (Eelease  of  $107,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appro[)riation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

VETEEANS  ADMINISTEATION 

“Medical  and  ])rosthetic  research”,  $1,168,000;  (and 
release  of  $362,000  reserved  under  this  ap])ropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $589,000 ; 

OTITEE  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
American  Battle  Montjiments  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $33,000; 
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Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
“Arms  control  and  disannament  activities”,  (Release 
of  $15,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

CmL  Ser^uce  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,364,000;  (and  release  of 
$89,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $370,000; 

Farm  Credit  Administration 
“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses”,  (increase  of 
$97,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

Federal  Communications  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $970,000;  (and  release  of 
$16,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
“Limitation  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses”,  (Increase  of  $115,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  and  release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this 
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appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90~ 
364); 

Federal  Maritime  Commission 
'‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$76,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $125,000;  (and  release  of 
$8,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Power  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $778,000; 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000; 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $818,000;  (and  release  of 
$382,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $20,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Co^imission  on  Product  Safety 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $25,000 ; 
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National  Labok  Ivelations  I^.oard 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $250,000;  (and  release  of 
$848,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Kailkoad  Eetlrement  Board 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses”,  (Increase  of 
$516,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

Renegotiation  Board 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $140,000; 

SecuritiEkS  and  Exchange  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $594,000;  (and  release  of 
$299,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Small  Business  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$265,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Smithsonian  Institution 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $695,000;  (and  release  of 
$125,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Pul)lic  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Callery  of  Art”, 
$30,000;  (and  release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Taeiff  Commission 

‘^Salaries  and  expenses”,  (release  of  $53,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Tax  Oouet  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $86,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

United  States  Infoe  mation  Agency 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,500,000; 

DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 
(Out  of  Disteict  of  Columbia  Punds) 

“Parks  and  recreation”,  $322,000; 

“Health  and  welfare”,  $2,437,000; 

“Highways  and  traffic”,  $163,000,  of  which  $140,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund; 

“Sanitary  engineering”,  $227,000,  of  which  $99,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  water  fund,  $64,000  from  the 
sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $1,000  from  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund; 

“Personal  services,  wage-board  employees”,  $3,179,- 
000,  of  which  $200,300  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund,  $184,000  from  the  water  fund,  $169,000  from  the 
sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $2,000  from  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund. 
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Division  of  Expenses 

The  sums  appropriated  in  this  title  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for, 
be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET 

OUTLAYS 

Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget 
outlays)  of  the  Federal  Government  during  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000: 
Provided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  from  the  President’s  recommendations  thereon, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of 
such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending,  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly 
adjusted. 

(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall 
report  periodically  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on 
the  operation  of  this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which  begins  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  ses- 
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sion  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each 
calendar  quarter  thereafter. 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  be3mnd  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  502.  Except  where  specifically  increased  or  de¬ 
creased  elsewhere  in  this  Act,  the  restrictions  contained 
within  appropriations,  or  provisions  aft’ectmg  appropriations 
or  other  funds,  available  during  the  fiscal  year  1969,  limiting 
the  amounts  which  may  be  expended  for  personal  services,  or 
for  pui’poses  involving  personal  services,  or  amounts  which 
may  be  transferred  between  appropriations  or  authorizations 
available  for  or  involving  such  services,  are  hereby  increased 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  authorized 
by  or  pm'suant  to  law. 
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HIGHLIGHTSj/^  House  debated  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill.\Rep.  Edwards, 
Calif.,  chimed  USDA  "flagrant  violator"  of  Title  VI,  Civil  Rights  A^.  Several 
Represe^atives  supported  President's  proposed  food  and  nutrition  pro^am.  Sen. 
Dole  e^al,  introduced  and  Sen.  Dole  discussed  rural  telephone  supp  1  emei\ta  1  fin¬ 
ancing  bill . 


-  2  - 


1.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS''.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11400,  the  second 

supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1969  (pp.  H3829-52).  The  Rules  Commit¬ 
tee  earlier  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (p* 
H3896) . 

2.  INFORMATION;  DATA  PROCESSING.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  xd- 

ported  wrthout  amendment  H.  R.  10791,  to  amend  the  Budget  and  Accounting 
Act,  1921, \to  direct  the  Comptroller  General  to  establish  infornvation  and 
data  process^g  systems  (H.  Rept.  91-258).  p.  H3896 

3.  RESEARCH.  The  K^es  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the y^onsideration 

of  H.  R.  11271,  ^  authorize  appropriations  to  the  Nation^  Aeronautics 
and  Space  AdministK^tion  for  research  and  development,  e)rc.  p.  H3896. 


4.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Rep.  Ed^rds,  Calif.,  stated  that  before 
the  USDA  appropriation  \3i  11  he  wished  to  "raise  an 

the  ability  of  the  Depar^ent  of  Agriculture  to  extend  those  sums  in  accord 


,  oL-ducu  ..lien,  udiwta  the  House  votes  on 
jill  he  wished  to  "raise  an  Lssue  which  reflects  on 


with  Federal  law."  He  st^ed  this  Department 


a  flagrant  violator"  of 


Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  "which  prohibit^  the  use  of  Federal  funds 
in  programs  that  discrimination  the  basis  of yrace,  color,  or  national 
origin,"  and  listed  the  U.  S.  Commission  on  olvil  Rights'  findings  of 
"widespread  discrimination  in  employment  aad  discriminatory  program  admin¬ 
istration"  within  the  Department .\  pp .  H3977-82 


5.  TAX  REFORM, 
p.  H3825 


Rep.  Vanik  spoke  on  the  \iygency  for  tax  reform  and  tax  relief." 


6.  POVERTY;  MIGRANT  LABOR.  Rep.  Fasce^l  expr^sed  pleasure  that  OEO  has  re¬ 

commended  that  the  South  Florida/Migrant  L^al  Services  Program,  Inc.,  be 
re-funded  in  fiscal  year  1970.  H3824 

7.  HUNGER.  Several  Members  praiysed  the  President '  s\nutri  tion  program.  pp.  H3856, 

H3859-67,  H3884-5 


8»  ENVIRONMENT.  Rep.  Daddac^o  discussed  the  national  po'i.icy  dealing  with  the 
problems  of  the  environment  and  listed  essential  elem^ts  contained  in  a 
congressional  paper  ^  the  subject.  pp.  H3854-6 

9.  RECREATION.  Rep.  La/Wgrebe  defended  his  bill  to  define  the 'is^pundaries  of  the 
Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore  against  "misleading  statera^ts"  by  Rep, 
Mikva.  pp.  H38/5-7 

10.  BUDGET.  Rep.  ^farsh  commended  the  President  on  his  revised  budget^'^t  stated 

that  ' it  3^111  must  be  understood  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  counb^y  that  the 
general  f^fnd  for  the  operations  of  the  Federal  Government  is  still  deficit 
and  no^n  surplus  based  on  present  estimates."  pp.  H3873-4 

Received  from  the  President  proposed  amendments  to  the  requests  for 
appr^riations  transmitted  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (H.  Dc 
91-yi7).  p.  H3896 
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91st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 

1st  Session  j  (  91-260 


WAIVING  POINTS  OF  OKDEK  AGAINST  TITLE  IV  OF 

H.E.  11400 


May  20,  1969. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  CoLMER,  from  the  Committee  on  Eules, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  Res.  414] 

The  Committee  on  Eules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Eesolution  414,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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91st  congress 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  42 

H.  RES.  414 

[Report  No.  91-260] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  20, 1969 

Mr.  CoLMER,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Besolved,  That  during  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (H.R. 

2  11400)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 

3  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pui’])oses,  all 
I  points  of  order  against  title  IV  of  said  hill  are  hereby 
0  waived. 
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^COND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
I  PRIATION  BILL,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes: 
and  pending  that  motion,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  general 
debate  thereon  be  limited  to  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  3  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally  divid¬ 
ed  and  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  and,  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  genleman  from 
Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11400,  with 
Mr.  Holifield  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  fii’st  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  will  be  recog¬ 
nized  for  1^2  hours,  and  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  will  be 
recognized  for  ll^  hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  come  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  second  supplemental 
appropriation  bfil  for  1969,  the  first  ma¬ 
jor  appropriation  bill  for  the  91st  Con¬ 
fess.  It  deals  with  the  fiscal  year  1969 
insofar  as  the  funds  are  concerned.  And 
it  contains  an  important  provision — an 
expenditure  ceiling — with  respect  to  fis¬ 
cal  year  1970. 

I  hope  the  items  in  the  bill  will  be  ex¬ 
plored  by  the  Members  and  that  the 
House  will  work  its  will  on  this  bill.  In 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  we 
think  we  have  done  the  best  we  could, 
but  we  make  no  claim  of  infallibility.  We 
have  cut  the  requests  by  some  $581  mil¬ 
lion.  If  there  are  further  reductions 
which  are  desired.  Members  of  course, 
are  free  to  offer  the  amendments  to 
bring  about  the  reductions. 


SUMMARY  OP  THE  PENDING  BILL 

We  have  reduced  the  budget  estimates 
which  were  before  us  by  about  13  per¬ 
cent.  Most  of  the  items  and  the  bulk  of 
the  total  requests  before  the  committee 
were  of  a  mandatory  character  and  we 
had  no  practical  option  to  recommend¬ 
ing  approval  of  the  necessary  funds.  We 
had  to  provide  funds,  for  example,  for 
pay  Increases  which  had  been  provided 
in  previous  legislation. 

It  is  an  old  refrain  that  Congress  in 
the  regular  appropriation  bills  reduces 
the  annual  money  measures  and  then 
early  in  the  next  session  restores  the  re¬ 
ductions  which  were  made,  and  that 
therefore  the  reductions  originally  made 


result  in  no  reductions  at  all.  This  is  not 
correct.  For  example,  in  this  bill  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  new  funds  pro¬ 
vided  represents  a  restoration  of  funds 
which  were  reduced  last  year.  And  the 
restorations — some  $34  million — repre¬ 
sent  about  one-third  of  1  percent  of  the 
approximately  $12  billion  cut  last  year  in 
new  funds  requested  for  fiscal  1969. 
That,  I  think,  is  a  rather  good  record. 

There  are  many,  many  items  in  the 
bill  before  us,  and  there  is  no  way  to  be 
fully  familiar  with  the  contents  of  the 
bfil  other  than  to  study  the  bill  and  the 
report,  so  I  woifid  commend  to  all  a 
careful  reading  of  the  report  on  the  bill. 
There  are  innumerable  items  represent¬ 
ing,  I  believe,  practically  every  depart¬ 
ment  and  agency  of  the  Government. 

The  bill  proposes  new  appropriations, 
or  budget  authority,  in  the  sum  of  about 
$3,783,000,000.  It  is,  as  I  said,  about  $581 
million  less  than  the  budget  requests,  a 
cut  of  about  13  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  imder  leave  to  extend, 
I  include,  for  purposes  of  elaboration, 
excerpts  from  the  report  summarizing 
the  main  features  of  the  bill: 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  BILL 

The  bill  Is  divided  Into  five  titles:  I — Mili¬ 
tary  operations  In  Southeast  Asia,  n — Gen¬ 
eral  supplementals  (various),  in — Increased 
pay  costs,  IV — Celling  on  1970  expenditures, 
and  V — General  provisions. 

The  grand  total  of  new  budget  (obliga- 
tlonal)  authority  recommended  in  the  bill 
Is  $3,783,212,766,  a  reduction  of  about  13%, 
or  $580,794,190,  from  the  revised  budget  re¬ 
quests  of  $4,364,006,956  considered. 

In  addition,  under  title  II  there  are  pro¬ 
posed  Increases  of  $82,500,000  In  limitations 
on  annual  contract  authorizations  involving 
Interest  subsidies  for  homeownership  and 
rental  housing  assistance  and  college  hous¬ 
ing.  The  budget  requests  for  these  total  $104,- 
500,000,  so  there  Is  a  reduction  of  $22,000,000. 
Also,  numerous  provisions  In  the  bill  would 
release  $82,766,000  held  In  reserve  under  the 
cutback  provisions  of  Public  Law  90-364. 

The  amounts  In  the  bill  are  within  the 
overall  totals  of  budget  authority  for  1969 
shown  in  the  administration’s  budget  review 
released  April  15th.  That  is,  they  are  well 
within  the  totals  contemplated  In  that  re¬ 
view.  And  they  are  also  well  below  the  sup¬ 
plemental  provisions  contemplated  for  fiscal 
1969  In  the  budget  last  January. 

The  January  budget  projected  fiscal  1969 
budget  authority  supplementals  of  $4,813,- 
000,000,  Inclusive  of  $198,000,000  dependent 
on  legislation  which  Is  not  yet  enacted.  Of 
the  remainder  ($4,615,000,000) ,  a  total  of  $4,- 
365,0(K),000  In  new  budget  authority  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  House  and  considered  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  accompanying  bill.  An  ad¬ 
ditional  $221,000,000  In  new  budget  author¬ 
ity  requests  for  1969— finalized  after  House 
Committee  hearings  were  closed  out — ^was 
submitted  to  the  Senate  (S.  Doc.  91-18)  for 
consideration  In  connection  with  this  bill. 
Thus  the  total  of  such  budget  authority  re¬ 
quests  now  Indicated  Is  $4,586,000,000  or.  In 
round  figures,  $29,000,000  below  the  $4,615,- 
0(X),000  mentioned  above. 

This  Is  the  way  the  total  picture  stands 
on  1969  supplementals  as  of  this  date.  It  Is 
a  net  result;  the  new  administration  re¬ 
viewed  and  revised  many  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  requests  submitted  by  the  previous 
administration  and  made  a  number  of  re¬ 
ductions.  But  as  the  totals  now  stand,  in¬ 
creases  submitted  have  offset  all  but  $29,000,- 
000  of  the  decreases  from  the  January  budget 
that  were  projected  on  April  15  (again,  not 
counting  the  $198,000,000  that  hinges  on 
legislation) . 


Summary  by  titles 

Title  I,  Defense  military,  includes  $1,234,- 
000,000  for  military  operations  In  Southeast 
Asia.  This  compares  with  the  revised  request 
of  $1,496,900,000,  a  reduction  of  $262,900,- 
000,  or  about  17  percent. 

Title  II,  for  sundry  general  supplementals, 
includes  $1,365,914,312,  a  reduction  of 
$39,736,850,  or  just  under  3%  from  the 
budget  requests  of  $1,405,651,162  In  new 
budget  ( obligati onal)  authority.  Some  re¬ 
leases  of  reserves  and  other  non-add  pro¬ 
visions  are  involved.  Increases  of  $82,500,- 
000 — a  reduction  of  $22,000,000  from  the  re¬ 
quest — are  also  proposed  In  limitations  on 
annual  contract  authorizations  in  certain 
interest  subsidy  programs  in  the  housing 
field. 

The  details  are  set  forth  under  the  various 
chapters  in  the  committee  ref>ort,  but  the 
great  bulk  of  title  II  relates  to  Items  not 
subject  to  effective  discretionary  control  in 
the  annual  bills.  Some  83%  or  $1,132,000,000, 
of  the  total,  for  example,  is  involved  In  grants 
to  states  for  public  assistance;  veterans 
compensation,  medical,  and  other  costs;  un¬ 
employment  compensation  payments;  mili¬ 
tary  retired  pay;  and  disaster  relief. 

Title  III,  for  increased  pay  costs,  includes 
$1,183,298,454  In  new  budget  (obligational) 
authority,  an  overall  reduction  of  $278,157,- 
340,  or  about  19  percent  from  the  revised 
budget  requests  of  $1,461,455,794.  Release  of 
$62,277,000  of  Pi.  90-364  reserves  Is  also 
involved,  plus  numerous  transfers  between 
appropriations  to  enable  greater  absorption 
of  pay  costs. 

These  supplementals  relate  to  unabsorbed 
portions  of  pay  raises  generally  effective  last 
July  1  that  were  not  taken  Into  account  in 
the  regular  1969  appropriations. 

The  Executive  Branch  had  combed  the  es¬ 
timates  Initially  and  the  new  administra¬ 
tion  had  also  reexamined  them.  Since  the 
estimates  are  for  mandatory-type  costs  that 
have  been  running  all  fiscal  year,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  could  not  make  drastic  additional 
cuts  all  across  the  boards  this  late  in  the 
fiscal  year  without  creating  unacceptable  dis¬ 
ruption  to  operations. 

Title  IV,  limitation  on  1970  budget  out¬ 
lays,  proposes  an  overall  ceiling  on  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  government  during  the  fiscal 
year  1970  that  begins  on  July  1,  1969.  The 
proposal  is  explained  in  considerable  detail 
beginning  on  page  118  of  the  report  of  the 
committee  on  the  bill. 

Title  V,  general  provisions,  contains  gen¬ 
eral  provisions  customarily  carried. 
Approximate  e-ffeet  on  1969  expenditures — 
budget  outlays 

It  is  the  committee’s  tentative  estimate 
that  the  reduction  of  $580,794,190  in  new 
budget  (obligational)  authority  requests, 
plus  the  relatively  minor  changes  In  re¬ 
quested  transfers  between  appropriations, 
and  reserve  releases,  will  translate  into  a  re¬ 
duction  of  approximately  $464,000,000  In 
budget  outlays  previously  projected  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  by  titles  of  the  bill  roughly  as  fol¬ 
lows:  title  I.  $165,000,000;  title  H,  $26,000,- 
000;  and  title  HI,  $273,000,000.  ’The  reduc¬ 
tions  in  the  interest  subsidy  contract  au¬ 
thorizations  limitations  would  not  affect  pro¬ 
jected  1969  outlays. 

The  outlay  effect  of  the  remainder  of  the 
reduction  in  new  budget  authority  and  in¬ 
terest  subsidy  contract  authorization  limi¬ 
tations  would  be  of  some  consideration  in 
determining  the  Impact  of  congressional  ac¬ 
tions  on  fiscal  1970  budget  outlays;  perhaps 
to  a  minor  extent,  even  on  fiscal  1971  out¬ 
lays, 

I  believe  there  will  be  a  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  House  to  discuss  some  of  the 
military  implications  involved,  and  the 
war  in  Southeast  Asia.  Some  may  want 
to  discuss  the  antiballistic  missile  pro¬ 
gram  and  other  controversial  or  semi- 
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controversial  matters.  We  have  agreed  on 
the  3  hours  in  •which  to  discuss  these 
matters. 

EXPENDITURB  CEILING  PEOPOSAL - ITTI^  IV 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  claim 
your  attention,  if  I  may,  at  this  time  for 
the  purpose  of  discussing  a  portion  of  the 
bill  -which  appears  on  page  61.  The  re¬ 
port  deals  adequately  ■with  this  proposaL 
It  proposes  an  expenditure  limitation — a 
spending  ceiling.  I  believe  it  is  important 
that  all  Members  be  familiar  -with  the 
expenditure  ceiling. 

I  should  like  to  read  the  ceiling  -which 
•we  propose  to  fix  in  this  bill.  Page  61  of 
the  bill,  title  TV : 

Expendltiires  and  net  lending  (budget  out¬ 
lays)  of  the  Federal  Government  during  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not 
exceed  $192,900,000,000:  Provided,  That 
whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or 
inaction  on  expendlures  and  net  lending,  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  cor¬ 
respondingly  adjusted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  ceiling  pro¬ 
vision,  subsection  (a)  of  it. 

Subsection  (b)  is  the  reporting  pro¬ 
vision,  which  I  insert  here  for  reference 
purposes:" 

(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodicaUy  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation 
of  this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which  be¬ 
gins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act; 
subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the  end 
of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the 
end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter. 

Mr.  Chairman,  imder  leave  to  extend, 
and  before  porceeding  further,  let  me  in¬ 
sert  an  excerpt  from  the  report  which 
briefly  states  the  nature  of  the  proposi¬ 
tion: 

The  committee  has  Included  a  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  place  an  overall  ceiling 
on  budget  expenditures  during  the  fiscal  year 
1970  that  be^ns  on  July  1,  1969.  The  pre¬ 
cise  terminology  is  ''Expenditures  and  net 
lending” — which,  taken  togethter,  constitute 
‘‘budget  outlays”. 

‘The  amovmt  specifically  stated  in  the  pro¬ 
vision,  $192,900,000,000,  is  a  beginning  figure, 
not  an  ending  figure.  It  is  -the  revised  pro¬ 
jection  of  1970  budget  outlays  announced  by 
the  President  on  April  12  and  summarized  in 
the  Review  of  the  1970  Budget  released  on 
April  15.  That  summary  appears  In  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  April  16,  1969,  at  pages 
E2993-2996. 

Coupled  to  the  $192.9  billion  figure  is  lan¬ 
guage  providing— “•  •  •  That  whenever  ac¬ 
tion,  or  inaction,  by  the  Congress  on  requests 
for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  from  the  President’s  recommen¬ 
dations  thereon,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect 
of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures 
and  net  lending,  and  the  limitation  set  forth 
herein  shall  be  correspondingly  adjusted.” 

In  other  words.  Congress  would  work  from 
the  President’s  proposed  total  si)ending  esti¬ 
mate.  It  would  do  so  through  its  actions,  or 
its  Inactions,  on  requests  for  appropriations 
and  other  budget  obligatlonal  authority  and 
outlay  proposals  in  the  various  appropriation 
bills  and  certain  other  bills  affecting  the 
budget. 


‘The  language  would  operate  continuously 
to  adjust  -the  celling,  as  appropriate,  to  com¬ 
port  -with  the  estimated  expenditure  effect  of 
ep>ecific  congressional  actions  or  InactlonB 
ha-vlng  budgetary  Impact. 

It  is  a  flexible  provision — but  in  -terms  of 
aggregate  sF>ending,  flexible  only  on  -the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress,  not  -the  Execu-tlve. 

It  does  not  seek  -to  declare  something  of 
■the  end  from  the  beginning:  It  sets  a  begin¬ 
ning  point  against  which  Congress  would 
work  in  deciding,  through  its  various  spend¬ 
ing  actions,  what  -the  ultimate  -total  Should 
be,  and  supplies  a  mechanism  for  resetting 
the  celling  accordingly. 

Unlike  last  year’s  ceiling  provision,  it  does 
not  impose  an  arbitrary  broad-axe  type  cell¬ 
ing  cutback  that  would  leave  -to  the  Execu¬ 
tive  the  allocation  of  any  congressional  ex¬ 
penditure  reduction  -to  specific  agencies  and 
programs. 

It  would  be  the  first  celling  ever  to  place 
directly  in  the  hands  of  Congress  the  specific 
decision  as  -to  -the  maximum  amount  to  be 
■taken  out  of  the  Treasury  for  pa3mient  of 
■the  Government’s  bills  in  a  given  12-month 
period. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  at  a  moment 
when  for  the  first  time  In  the  history  of 
this  Republic,  Members  of  Congress  are 
being  called  upon  to  vote  on  an  expendi¬ 
ture  ceiling  which  covers  the  entire  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  This  kind  of  legislation 
has  never  been  passed  by  the  Congress 
during  the  history  of  the  country. 

This  is  an  expenditure  limitation  which 
is  all  inclusive.  It  includes  the  Veterans’ 
Administration.  It  includes  the  Defense 
Department.  It  includes  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  It  includes  Interest  on  the  national 
debt.  It  Includes  all  expenditures.  Noth¬ 
ing  is  exempt. 

POTENTIAL  EEDtrCTION  EFFECT  AND  COMPARISON 
TO  LAST  tear’s  CEILING 

We  have  an  expenditure  limitation  for 
fiscal  year  1969  and  we  had  an  expendi¬ 
ture  limitation  of  sorts  in  the  prior  year. 
But  in  the  fiscal  1969  version  we  have  a 
series  of  exceptions  and  exemptions.  In¬ 
deed  we  exempted  about  $99  billion  of 
fiscal  1969  currently  estimated  expend¬ 
itures. 

The  Congress  reduced  expenditures  by 
about  $6  billion  in  the  fiscal  year  ending 
on  June  30.  However,  we  did  not  reduce 
net  expenditures  of  the  Government  sig¬ 
nificantly  due  to  increases  in  exempted 
areas.  In  those  areas  where  we  had  made 
exemptions,  expenditure  increases  totaled 
approximately  $6  billion.  That  offsetting 
Increase  left  a  relatively  slight  net  re¬ 
duction  in  the  January  1968  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  expenditures  for  fiscal  1969.  On 
the  other  hand,  except  for  our  action  last 
year,  expenditures  would  no  doubt  have 
increased  by  several  billions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  include 
additional  excerpts  from  the  committee 
report  comprising  title  IV  of  the  pending 
bill  with  last  year’s  ceiling  and  drawing 
attention  to  the  reduction  potential  of 
the  ceiling  now  proposed. 

It  is  a  rigid  ceiling;  it  cannot  be  exceeded 
except  upon  action  by  the  Congress.  And  as 
indicated  above,  ■the  celling  wo^uld  decrease 
if  congressional  actions  on  the  budget  so 
provide. 

It  lays  the  basis  for  potentially  very  sig¬ 
nificant  retrenchment  in  expenditures.  K 
such  a  celling  had  been  adopted — and  strictly 
adhered  to — over  the  last  many  years,  billions 
of  expenditures  would  have  been  avoided. 

More  specifically,  taking  all  14  budgets  for 
the  post-Korea  fiscal  years  1965  through  1968, 
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the  projected  expenditure  totals  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  annual  budgets  were  cumulatively  ex¬ 
ceeded  by  about  $60  billion.  In  11  of  the  14 
years,  ■the  overruns  aggregated  $53.3  billion. 
In  3  years,  there  were  underruns  aggregating 
$3fi  billion.  But  overall  for  the  14  years,  the 
government  actually  expended — ^for  a  variety 
of  reasons — about  $50  billion  more  ■than  the 
sum  total  of  what  was  projected  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  budgets.  ’That  averages  to  about  $3.4  bil¬ 
lion  a  year.  So  the  potential  is  great,  if  the 
ceiling  is  adopted  and  adhered  to. 

Unlike  the  expenditure  ceiling  provisions 
enacted  in  the  last  session  applicable  to  fiscal 
1969,  nothing  would  be  exempt  from  the  ceil¬ 
ing.  Last  year’s  ceiling  provisions  had  a  very 
significant  impact  on  government  spending 
in  fiscal  1969.  ’They  significantly  restrained 
the  gro^wth  of  spending  that  undoubtedly 
would  have  otherwise  occurred.  And  on  the 
latest  figures,  it  seems  beyond  reasonable  de¬ 
bate  that  in  the  absence  of  the  celling  pro¬ 
visions,  a  much  needed  budget  surplus  for 
1969  would  not  now  be  in  prospect.  But  even 
■with  the  celling  and  the  $6  billion  cutback 
Congress  did  not,  by  its  actions,  diminish  the 
originally  projected  budget  expenditure  (out¬ 
lay)  total  of  $186.1  billion. 

It  did  prevent  that  total  from  being  ex¬ 
ceeded.  And  it  did  restrain  gro-wth  of 
spending. 

More  specifically.  Congress  exempted 
60% — $92.6  billion — of  the  $186.1  billion 
from  -the  $6  billion  cutback,  and  expressly 
permitted  overruns  -to  the  extent  determined 
necessary  in  the  exempted  prc^ams.  Those 
overruns  were  reestlmated  in  the  April  15 
budget  re-view  at  $6.1  billion,  ’The  overruns 
in  exempted  areas  -wiped  out  "the  $6  bUlion 
cutback  in  non-exempt  areas. 

In  its  specific  actions  on  the  individual 
appropriation  and  other  spending  bills.  Con¬ 
gress  last  year  contributed  roughly  $3.7  -to 
$3.9  billion  (depending  on  variable  calcula- 
■tions)  to  the  $6  blUlon  overall  cutback,  leav¬ 
ing  -the  remainder  to  be  allocated  by  the 
Executive.  ’The  April  15  Review  reflects  a  total 
cutback  of  $7.3  billion  from  the  original  es- 
■timates  for  non-exempted  areas.  Offsetting 
■this  gross  cutback  are  the  $6.1  billion  over¬ 
runs  in  exempted  areas  lea-vlng  a  net  esti¬ 
mated  cutback,  as  of  April  15  of  $1.2  billion 
from  the  originally  projected  total. 

Thus  the  latest  estimate  of  spending  for 
1969  is  $184.9  billion,  $1.2  bUUon  less  than 
■the  $186.1  billion  projected  in  -the  original 
1969  budget.  But  it  should  be  noted  that 
about  $1.5  billion  of  the  $7.3  billion  reduc¬ 
tion  now  sho-wn  in  non-exempted  areas  is 
not  a  cut  in  -the  more  conventional  sense, 
but  rather  financing  adjustments  because 
■the  Banks  for  Cooperatives,  -the  Federal  In¬ 
termediate  Credit  Banks,  and  -the  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association  secondary 
market  operations,  which  were  in  the  original 
$186.1  billion  budget  -total,  subsequently  be¬ 
came  100%  privately  o-wned  and  -thus 
dropped  from  the  Federal  totals. 

Of  course,  the  $7.3  billion  reduction  figure 
is  a  composite  of  the  specific  congressional 
actions,  the  financing  adjustments,  actual 
curtailments  of  outlays,  and  administrative 
reestimates  of  expenditures — both  up  and" 
do-wn — ^in  many  items  as  conditions  changed. 
There  are  signs  that  further  reesthnates  up¬ 
ward  in  certain  programs  -will  substantially 
diminish  the  $7.3  billion  figure  and  thus  in 
turn  the  $1.2  billion  figure. 

The  ceiling  proposed  in  this  bill  would  af¬ 
ford  oppKirtunlty  for  maximum  flexibility 
■within  the  overall  total  to  meet,  as  fully  as 
reasonably  p>oesible,  changed  and  changing 
expenditure  requlremen-ts  in  certain  specific 
programs  that  cannot  be  foreseen  -with  great 
precision.  -The  new  administration  has  vari¬ 
ously  Indicated  that  it  intends  to  seek,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  economies  in  operations 
and  to  look  for  lower-priority  areas  when  it 
n-eeds  room  for  Increases  within  its  stated 
policy  of  strict  fiscal  restraint.  An  aggregate 
celling  would  be  facilitating  in  this  regard. 
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Of  course,  tlie  President  can  seek  supple¬ 
mental  relief  to  meet  necessary  but  \infore- 
seen  and  unavoidable  outlay  Increases  -whlcb 
be  finds  cannot  be  accommodated  ■wltbln  the 
overall  total. 

Setting  a  beginning  ceiUng  in  this  fashion 
should  in  no  way  discourage  the  Kxecutlve 
Branch  from  Its  continuing  commitment — 
and  responsibility — for  seeking  to  conduct 
the  day-to-day  management  of  government 
programs  at  the  very  minimum  cost  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  public  necessities,  refrain¬ 
ing  from  spending  every  dollar  that  can 
reasonably  be  saved.  Constructive  economy  in 
public  spending  is  not  only  a  matter  of  leg¬ 
islative  decision.  It  is  also  a  matter  of  ad¬ 
ministration.  The  new  administration  has 
attached  high  priority  to  quality  of  per¬ 
formance  In  administering  the  government. 
Wasteful  and  needless  expenditures  often 
do  not  become  so  until  funds  are  poorly 
managed.  The  primary  burden  of  getting  a 
dollar’s  value  for  every  dollar  Justifiably  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  purposes  of  government  lies 
mainly  with  those  who  administer,  not  with 
those  who  legislate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Now,  there  was  a  good  basis  last  year 
for  exempting  agencies,  but  let  me  say 
to  you  that  there  is,  in  my  judgment, 
based  on  presently  available  informa¬ 
tion,  no  good  basis  for  exempting  agen¬ 
cies  this  year.  Last  year,  we  were  cutting 
the  estimate  of  expenditures  by  $6  bil¬ 
lion  and  therefore  we  did  feel  some  ex¬ 
emptions  were  desired  and  these  exemp¬ 
tions  were  proposed.  Then,  of  course, 
there  were  additional  exemptions  which 
were  provided  later.  Last  year,  we  pro¬ 
posed  a  cut  in  the  estimate  of  expendi¬ 
tures,  but  in  title  IV  of  the  pending  bUl, 
we  are  not  proposing  any  cut  in  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  expenditures.  So  it  makes  no 
sense  to  exempt  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration,  or  the  Interest  on  the  national 
debt,  or  any  other  item.  It  makes  no 
sense  to  exempt  anything  in  this  bill,  be¬ 
cause  we  are  proposing  an  expenditure 
limitation  or  ceiling  at  the  exact  and 
precise  limitations  which  have  been  esti¬ 
mated  in  the  revised  budget  of  the  ad-- 
ministration. 

The  budget  this  year  ought  to  be  more 
accurate  in  many  respects  that  it  was  in 
many  previous  years,  because  ordinarily 
a  budget  is  put  into  shape  to  a  very  con¬ 
siderable  extent  in  the  fall  of  the  year 
preceding  the  year  for  which  it  begins, 
that  is,  the  following  January  1.  How¬ 
ever,  we  are  now  operating  on  an  ex¬ 
penditure  budget  which  was  refined,  re¬ 
designed,  and  reexamined  since  Janu¬ 
ary  20.  It  is  more  up  to  date  and  should 
be  more  trustworthy.  The  revised  budget 
of  the  administration  on  which  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  based  was  submitted  only  a 
month  ago. 

So  I  hope  we  will  not  at  this  time  sdeld 
to  the  temptation  of  trying  to  make  any 
exemptions  whatever. 

THE  ARITHMimC  AND  MECHANICS  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  CEILING 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  hasten  to  add — 
and  I  realize  this  is  a  dull  subject,  but 
it  is  very  important  and  will  become  in¬ 
creasingly  more  important — let  me  add 
that  we  will  change  this  ceiling  if  we 
appropriate  more  money  than  was  esti¬ 
mated  for  appropriation  in  the  budget. 
In  other  words,  if  we  increase  appro¬ 


priations  and  spending  through  appro¬ 
priations,  then  this  wlU  be  translated  to 
the  ceiling  and  increase  the  ceiling.  If 
this  year  we  were  to  do  we  did  last  year 
when  we  reduced  the  President’s  appro¬ 
priation  budget  by  about  $12  billion,  that 
would  be  translated  into  an  expenditure 
reduction  amoimt  not  of  $12  billion  but 
into  the  amoimt  that  would  be  spent  in 
the  forthcoming  year,  fiscal  1970.  That 
might  be  half  that  sum  or  one-third  of 
that  sum  or  some  other  percentage. 

This  ceiling  is  mandatory;  it  is  inflex¬ 
ible;  it  is  the  law  of  the  land  from  which 
the  executive  branch  cannot  escape.  -The 
executive  branch  will  of  course  have  the 
authority  to  make  adjustments  within 
various  programs  and  within  those  pro¬ 
grams  accommodate  to  better  manage¬ 
ment  and  so  forth.  The  administration 
can  come  to  Congress  and  say,  “Our  esti¬ 
mates  which  we  made  as  to  spending  last 
April  have  proved  to  be  faulty  and  we 
would  ask  you  to  make  certain  adjust¬ 
ments  to  the  ceiling.’’  This  would  then 
be  a  matter  for  Congress  to  decide  upon. 

So,  if  we  increase  appropriations  for 
various  programs,  then  the  budget  ceiling 
will  go  beyond  $192.9  billion  by  whatever 
figure  might  be  mandated  by  the  increase. 

Mr.  Chairman,  so  that  the  Record  will 
reflect  more  precisely  how  the  ceiling 
would  work,  I  include  additional  explora¬ 
tory  excerpts  from  the  committee  report; 

THE  ARITHMETIC  AND  MECHANICS  OP  THE 
CEILING 

The  celling  begins  by  legislating  a  net  re¬ 
duction  of  $2,372,000,000  in  budget  outlays 
projected  for  1970  in  the  original  (January) 
budget — from  $195.3  billion  down  to  the 
$192.9  billion  April  15  revised  projection  of 
the  present  administration.  But  the  gross 
ceiling  reduction  Is  $4,020,000,000;  this  was 
offset  by  $1.6  billion  in  the  recent  budget 
review  by  upward  “corrections”  In  several 
specific  projections  in  the  original  budget. 

The  $4  billion  cutback  in  outlays  includes 
$1.1  billion  in  defense,  $1  billion  for  a  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  previously  proposed  $1.6  bil¬ 
lion  increase  in,  social  security  benefits,  and 
$1.9  billion  for  programs  affecting  almost 
every  Federal  agency. 

In  the  April  15  review  in  which  the  $4  bil¬ 
lion  cutback  in  outlays  was  projected  the 
administration  also  proposed  gross  cutbacks 
of  $5.5  billion  ($4.2  billion,  net  after  the 
“correcting”  adjustments  of  $1.3  billion)  in 
appropriation  and  other  budget  obligatlonal 
authority  requests,  $3  billion  of  this  is  in 
defense  and  $2.5  billion  in  all  other  areas 
of  the  budget.  Budget  obligatlonal  author¬ 
ity  (appropriations,  essentially)  is  the  tradi¬ 
tional  basis  on  which  appropriation  and  au¬ 
thorization  bills  are  stated  and  voted  on  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  year  or  years  in  which  the 
funds  are  to  be  actually  disbursed  in  the 
form  of  budget  outlays. 

The  gross  total  for  new  budget  authority 
for  1970  in  the  January  budget  is  $210.1  bil¬ 
lion,  and  in  the  April  15  revision,  $205.9  bil¬ 
lion — including  so-called  permanent  budget 
authority,  such  as  interest,  trust  funds,  etc., 
which  does  not  actually  appear  in  the  annual 
bills. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  sev¬ 
eral  other  committees  have  before  them  for 
consideration  these  revised  appropriation  re¬ 
quests  and  other  budgetary  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  1970.  What  Congress  does  in 
the  bills  dealing  with  these  various  budget 
authority  proposals  plus  a  handful  of  other 
proposals  Involving  outlays  but  not  budget 
authority  basically  determines  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  the  $192.9  billion  beginning  celling 
in  the  accompanying  blU. 

For  example,  net  reductions  made  through 
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the  appropriation  bills  would  translate  into 
net  downward  adjustments  to  the  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  figure.  And  in  this  general  connection, 
some  $38  billion  of  the  appropriation  budget 
requests  are  first  subject  to  processing 
through  the  various  annual  authorization 
bills. 

In  the  area  of  proposed  legislation  lor 
which  the  outlay  budget  includes  specific 
sums,  several  have  the  effect  of  holding  the 
outlay  total  lower  than  it  otherwise  would 
be.  Several,  of  course.  Involve  additional  out¬ 
lays.  For  example,  if  Congress  does  not  en¬ 
act  the  proposed  pKjstal  rate  increase,  the 
outlay  ceiling,  according  to  the  latest  esti¬ 
mate  available,  would  be  adjusted  upward 
by  some  $600  million.  This  is  because  postal 
revenues  are  counted  as  offsets  to  expendi¬ 
tures,  not  as  budget  receipts. 

If  the  budget  proposal  to  authorize  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  to  make  in¬ 
sured  rather  than  direct  operating  loans  is 
not  enacted,  the  outlay  celling,  according  to 
the  budget,  would  be  adjusted  upward  by 
$292  million. 

If  the  budget  prop>osal  for  legislation  to 
restrict  public  assistance  medical  aid  for 
patients  in  mental  institutions  to  120  days 
is  not  enacted,  the  outlay  ceiling,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  budget,  would  be  adjusted  upward 
by  $126  million. 

Several  legislative  proposals  designed  to 
diminish  budget  outlays  by  the  Veterans  Ad¬ 
ministration  are  priced  in  the  outlay  total  to 
save  some  $288  million  in  1970.  Failure  of 
those,  according  to  the  budget  figures,  would 
be  the  basis  for  an  equivalent  upward  adjust¬ 
ment  in  the  celling. 

These  four  examples  aggregate  $1.3  billion. 
On  the  other  hand,  again  for  example,  if  the 
President’s  proposal  for  social  security  benefit 
increases  is  not  enacted,  the  $600  million  (of 
the  original  budget  amount  of  $1.6  billion) 
in  the  revised  budget  outlay  figure  would 
not  now  be  needed  for  that  purpose,  in  which 
case  the  outlay  celling  would  drop  by  $600 
million. 

As  to  the  mechanics  for  adjusting  the  ceil¬ 
ing,  timeliness  in  accommodating  govern¬ 
ment  programs  to  congressional  changes  is 
essential  to  orderly  administration.  Congress 
will  be  processing  budgetary  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  many  different  bills,  passing  through 
various  legislative  stages  over  a  period  of  sev¬ 
eral  months — virtually  all  after  the  fiscal 
year  begins.  And  it  seems  essential  in  the 
interest  of  consistency  and  otherwise  to  cen¬ 
ter  responsibility  in  one  place  for  at  least 
tentative  determination  of  congressional  ac¬ 
tion  impact. 

The  Director  of  the  Budget  is  probably  Iri 
'the  best  position  to  make  such  determina¬ 
tions.  ’The  monthly  reports  submitted  by  the 
Director  under  subsection  (b)  of  the  ceiling 
provision  can  be  evaluated  currently.  They 
can  be  checked  for  consistency  and  reason¬ 
ableness  with  tentative  estimates  frequently 
made  through  the  budget  “scorekeeping”  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Federal  Expenditures  and  with  those  of  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations.  Amendatory 
action  can  be  taken  if  that  seems  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  circumstances. 

AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  APPROPRIATIONS:  THE 
KEYS  TO  SPENDING  CONTROL 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  a  long  time,  I 
fought  along  with  others  the  so-called 
Bow  amendment  fixing  a  ceiling  on  ex- 
penditm’es,  and  I  do  not  apiologize  for 
that.  But,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  an  expenditure  ceiling  can  be  mean¬ 
ingful,  and  that  it  will  encourage  greater 
focus  of  attention  by  Congress  and  the 
country  and  the  press  upKin  spending.  But 
in  embracing  this  idea  of  an  expenditure 
ceiling  as  here  propKJsed,  I  do  not  want  us 
for  any  means  to  delude  ourselves.  The 
best  means  and  the  most  appropriate 
and  effective  way  to  reduce  Government 
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spending  is  to  hold  the  line  on  authoriza¬ 
tions  and  appropriations.  That  is  a  lead 
pipe  cinch  method  of  holding  down  Gov¬ 
ernment  spending.  It  is  the  surest  and 
the  safest.  In  a  limit  on  spending  in  a 
given  fiscal  year — and  this  would  limit 
spending  only  for  the  fiscal  year,  1  year, 
which  begins  on  July  1 — we  do  not 
rescind  the  money,  we  do  not  recapture 
the  authority — ^we  simply  say  that  in 
fiscal  year  1970  you  cannot  spend  more 
than  so  much,  but  the  funds  which  have 
been  appropriated  in  prior  years  will  re¬ 
main  available  for  expenditure.  So  by  all 
means,  the  best  way  for  us  to  achieve  a 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  Governemnt  and 
effective  control  of  Government  spending 
is  to  quit  authorizing  and  appropriating 
so  generously. 

But,  there  are  reasons  other  than 
those  which  I  have  stated  for  supporting 
an  expenditure  limitation.  Government 
is  growing  bigger  and  more  complex. 

Now,  let  me  give  this  figure  which  may 
shock  some  of  the  public,  but  which  may 
not  shock  Members  of  Congress  who  are 
more  aware  of  fiscal  complexities. 

If  we  should  today  appropriate  all  of 
the  money  and  grant  all  of  the  authority 
requested  by  the  administration  in  the 
pending  budget  in  fiscal  1970  on  July  1 
the  Government  would  have  $431  billion 
available  for  expenditure.  But  it  is  not 
now  projected  by  the  administration 
that  more  than  $192.9  billion  will  be 
spent.  So,  in  this  expenditure  ceiling  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  Nation 
we  are  undertaking  to  say,  “Yes,  we  fix 
the  annual  appropriations,  but  we  are 
going  a  step  further  this  year  and  are 
going  to  fix  the  annual  expenditures.” 
While  we  have  previously  authorized  all 
the  carryover  funds  involved,  we  by  this 
limitation  fix  the  overall  rate  of  spend¬ 
ing  for  a  given  year,  namely  fiscal  year 
1970. 

This  limitation,  this  ceiling,  has  been 
fixed  in  such  a  way  that  it  ought  to  be, 
it  seems  to  me,  palatable  to  the  rank  and 
file  of  the  Members  of  the  Congress.  We 
have  drawn  the  limitation  in  such  a  way 
as  to  get,  we  hope,  majority  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  question  of  the 
most  effective  means  of  controlling 
spending,  I  include  an  additional  excerpt 
from  the  report  of  the  committee.  It  re¬ 
flects  a  position  long  held  in  the  com¬ 
mittee; 

While  there  are  some  grounds  for  doubt 
that  the  outlay  (bill-paying)  stage  of  the 
fiscal  process  is  the  most  logical  or  the  most 
effective  point  at  which  the  Congress  should 
seek  to  control  government  spending,  an 
overall  celling  on  outlays  in  a  given  year  has 
some  usefulness  as  a  short-run  regulating 
device,  especially  when  the  economic  and 
fiscal  situations  are  imder  great  stress  as  at 
present.  But  there  is  room  for  great  doubt 
that  such  a  celling  can  realistically  be  re¬ 
garded  as  an  effective  long-run  control  pro¬ 
cedure. 

As  today  is  the  consequence  of  yesterday, 
so  tomorrow  is  the  consequence  of  today. 
Legislative  authorizations  are  the  seedbeds 
of  future  expenditure  growth.  Initial  au¬ 
thorization  of  a  program  or  project  is  the 
beginning  point  in  the  legislative  spending 
process.  If  the  program  or  project,  whatever 
it  may  be,  is  not  authorized  by  the  Congress, 
then  no  appropriation  is  in  order.  But  the 
facts  are  that  virtually  every  year  new  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  are  authorized,  and  old 
programs  are  often  extended  and  expanded. 
Seldom  are  existing  programs  and  activities 


deauthorized  via  the  basic  legislative  route. 
Fiscally,  the  cumulative  resiilt  is  Increasing 
demands  on  the  Federal  Treasury. 

In  the  long  range  sense  as  distinguished 
from  any  particular  fiscal  year,  too  much 
emphasis  is  attached  to  controlling  growth 
of  government  spending  by  applying  the  con¬ 
trol  at  the  e-nd  of  the  spending  process.  It  is 
more  logically  and  effectively  applicable  at 
the  authorization  and  appropriation  stages. 

Appropriations  are  not  in  order  unless 
there  is  first  a  legislative  authorization.  No 
funds  can  be  withdrawn  from  the  Treasruy 
but  in  consequence  of  valid  authority  granted 
by  the  Congress  to  first  create  an  obligation 
in  behalf  of  the  Government.  That  is  the  key 
to  the  situation.  The  most  consistently  ac¬ 
curate  barometer  to  future  spending  levels 
is  the  dimensions  of  budget  authority  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Congress  to  enter  into  obliga¬ 
tions  on  behalf  of  the  Government. 

Authorize  something  new  or  enlarge  an 
existing  authorization  and  a  request  for  new 
obligating  authority  is  almost  certain  to 
follow. 

Denial  of  authority  to  obligate  precludes 
a  subsequent  expenditure. 

Curtail  the  input  of  new  appropriations 
(and  other  forms  of  obligating  authority) 
and  spending  wiU  come  down. 

Grant  authority  to  obligate  and  the  obli¬ 
gation  inevitably  will  foUow  in  due  time. 

Once  the  obligation  is  made  and  the  bill 
comes  due,  the  check  to  pay  it  (the  outlay) 
must  also  inevitably  follow  in  due  time. 

FLEXIBILITT  OP  THE  PROPOSED  CEILING 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  direct 
the  gentleman’s  attention  to  the  report 
where  it  says  that  this  will  be  the  first 
ceiling  ever  to  be  placed  directly  in  the 
hands  of  the  Congress.  This  is  what  the 
committee  says  in  the  report. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes.  It  would  be  the  first 
overall  ceiling  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
Congress,  and  Congress  can  work  its  will, 
and  what  Congress  can  do  today,  of 
course,  it  can  modify  tomorrow. 

Some  have  said  that  the  ceiling  ought 
to  be  inflexible  on  the  Congress.  If  you 
make  it  a  mandate  on  the  executive, 
they  ask,  why  not  make  it  a  mandate  on 
the  Congress?  There  is  no  power  on  earth 
to  fix  a  ceiling  or  a  limitation  on  expendi¬ 
tures  on  the  Congress  itself.  What  Con¬ 
gress  can  do  today  it  can  imdo  tomorrow. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  EVTNS  of  Tennessee.  As  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  has  pointed  out,  and 
as  I  understand  the  matter,  we  have  set 
a  spending  ceiling  at  $192.9  billion, 
about  $193  billion,  which  is  exactly  the 
Nixon  budget,  as  a  level. 

We  have  set  the  ceiling  at  this  level, 
which  means  spending  cannot  go  beyond 
this  amount,  but  if  Congress  takes  action 
to  increase  the  appropriations,  by  being 
a  flexible  ceiling,  it  goes  up,  or  if  the 
Congress  fails  to  take  action  which  is 
recommended  in  the  budget  it  may  go  up 
or  down,  according  to  what  the  Congress 
does.  The  committee  has  set  the  budget 
at  the  Nixon  level,  but  what  may  be  the 
ultimate  result  wiU  be  dependent  upon 
what  Congress  does  in  appropriations 
and  in  authorizations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  But  this  is  going  to  be  a  limitation 
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which  is  not  aimed  at  the  administration 
itself,  as  the  gentleman  will  agree. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Certainly, 

Mr.  MAHON.  We  have  set  for  the  last 
couple  of  years  limitations  of  sorts,  but 
they  have  not  been  passed  this  early  in 
the  year  as  this  one  would  be,  and  they 
have  been  limitations  predicated  on  cuts 
below  the  budget.  Title  IV  of  the  pending 
bill  is  quite  a  different  matter. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield  further,  we  are  here  set¬ 
ting  a  flexible  limitation  at  the  very  out¬ 
set  on  the  Congress,  which  can  be  re¬ 
vised  up  or  down,  depending  upon  the 
actions  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  MAHON.  That  is  correct. 

I  want  to  say  this  in  defense  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  or  of  any  administration: 
It  is  impossible  for  any  administration 
to  predict  in  January  or  April  precisely 
what  may  be  spent.  It  may  be  that  the 
administration  will  find  that  certain  ad¬ 
justments  cannot  be  made  depending  on 
the  trend  of  events  in  the  war,  or  other¬ 
wise,  which  might  bring  about  a  require¬ 
ment  for  a  change. 

The  administration  of  course  would 
have  the  liberty,  as  it  always  does,  to 
come  before  us  with  a  supplemental — 
and  the  bill  before  us  today  is  nothing 
but  a  supplemental  presented  to  us  by 
the  present  administration,  the  Nixon 
administration.  It  is  a  supplemental,  and 
we  inevitably  have  to  have  supplemen- 
tais  at  times  though  they  must  be  avoided 
wherever  possible. 

Mr.  EVENS  of  Tennessee.  Would  the 
gentleman  point  out  further  that  this  is 
a  flexible  ceiling — I  mean,  this  is  a  flexi¬ 
ble  thing  which  can  be  revised  up  or 
down,  depending  upon  the  actions  of  the 
Congress. 

UNEXPENDED  CARRYOVER  BALANCES  AND  THE 
DIMENSIONS  OF  ANNUAL  ACTIONS 

The  gentleman  further  points  out  hi 
his  report  to  the  unobligated  and  un¬ 
expended  carryovers.  I  believe  this  is 
very  significant,  as  foimd  on  page  122  of 
the  report.  It  says: 

For  example,  total  unexpended  carryover 
balances  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  1970  will 
approximate  $226  billion — 

That  is,  $226  billion  of  money  unspent 
in  carryovers  from  previous  actions  of 
the  Congress : 

Mr.  MAHON.  This  $226  billion  figure 
may  at  first  glance  seem  to  be  perfectly 
outrageous  and  a  reflection  upon  the 
Congress  in  making  available  such  large 
sums  that  will  be  carried  over  in  the 
pipeline  to  the  next  fiscal  year. 

But  much  of  this  money  is  in  social 
security  funds  that  have  not  been  ex¬ 
pended. 

Much  of  it  is  in  military  procurement 
programs. 

Much  of  it  relates  to  space  and  atomic 
energy  and  such  things  as  I  am  about  to 
relate  in  this  unexpended  category.  It 
ranges  over  the  whole  Government, 
really. 

For  example,  the  Federal  Deposit  In¬ 
surance  Corporation  has  about  $3  billion. 
It  is  not  anticipated  that  this  will  be 
expended,  but  it  is  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture.  It  is  an  unobligated  carryover. 

For  example,  the  Congress  passed  a  bill 
granting  riot  insurance  and  flood  insur¬ 
ance,  and  there  are  $500  million — a  half 
billion  dollars — involved  in  this  fimd. 
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In  all  probability  they  would  not  be  ex¬ 
pended,  but  they  are  within  the  $226 
billion.  I  shall  elaborate  on  that  question 
a  little  further  in  my  remarks. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Would  the 
gentleman  say  that  this  is  a  moderate 
limitation?  Some  have  thought  that  it 
is  a  very  small  limitation,  and  it  should 
go  further.  Would  the  gentleman  char¬ 
acterize  his  amendment  as  a  moderate 
one? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  so  characterize 
It,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I  would 
say  it  is  a  moderate  one. 

It  may  be  too  firm  for  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  can  see  why 
the  Director  may  prefer  not  to  have  to 
live  with  this  amendment.  But  it  will 
help  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  hold  the  line  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  and  Government  depart¬ 
ments.  If  he  gets  into  difBculty  that  is 
in  any  manner  unavoidable,  he  can  seek 
relief  from  the  Congress. 

There  are  also  those  who  say  it  Is 
meaningless,  that  it  has  no  teeth,  so 
it  must  be  pretty  good  since  we  have 
opposition  from  both  sides. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  leave  granted, 
I  include  further  exploratory  material 
from  the  committee  report  on  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  carryover  balances.  And  in  this 
connection,  I  am  inserting  supplemen¬ 
tary  statistical  material : 

UNEXPENDED  CARRYOVER  BALANCES  AND  THE 
DIMENSIONS  OP  ANNUAL  ACTIONS 

.  The  propyosed  celling  provision,  being  all- 
inclnslve,  covers  expenditures  In  fiscal  1970 
from  budget  authority  to  be  newly  granted 
In  this  session;  expenditures  from  so-called 
permanent  appropriations  that  flow  auto- 
rhatlcally  from  earlier  laws;  and  expendi¬ 
tures  from  unexpended  carryover  balances  of 
prior  years.  Very  substantial  portions  of  the 
$192.9  billion  beginning  celling  figure  spring 
from  each  of  these  three  general  sources  of 
expenditure  availability. 

For  example,  total  unexpended  carryover 
balances  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  1970  will 
approximate  $226  billion — about  $100  billion 
In  social  security  and  other  trust  funds  and 
$126  blUlon  In  Federal  funds.  But  some  $77 
billion  of  the  $126  billion  of  Federal  funds 
will  have  been  obligated  for  programs  across 
the  government  but  not  yet  actually  paid 
out.  The  remaining  $49  billion,  not  obligated 
and  not  expended.  Is  In  many  accounts  across 
the  government;  there  Is  a  comprehensive 
and  Informative  special  analysis  of  It  In  the 
January  budget.  Special  Analysis  G,  pp.  78-93. 

But  of  the  $226  billion  total  beginning  car¬ 
ryover,  trust  and  federal  funds  combined, 
roughly  $86  billion  is  projected  for  expendi¬ 
ture  (disbursement,  that  Is)  in  fiscal  1970, 
and  roughly  that  amount  Is  thus  counted  In 
the  $192.9  billion  ceiling  figure.  The  re¬ 
mainder — some  $138  billion  after  a  small 
lapse  amount — ^becomes  part  of  the  total 
unexpended  carryover  projected  Into  the  fol¬ 
lowing  year,  fiscal  1971. 

Roughly  then.  It  can  be  seen  that  only 
about  $107  billion  of  the  newly  projected 
outlay  total  for  1970  ($192.9  billion,  less  the 
$86  billion  from  carryovers)  Is  estimated  to 
come  from  the  $205.9  billion  new  budget 
authority  requested  or  estimated  for  that 
same  year  of  1970.  Funds  appropriated  in  a 
given  year  are  expended  partly  in  that  year 
and  partly  In  subsequent  years  because  of 
long  lead-times,  construction  time,  and  oth'er 
factors. 

To  put  the  relationship  of  budget  authori¬ 
ty  and  outlays  In  some  better  focus  by  way 
of  extreme  Illustration,  if  the  whole  $205 
billion  of  new  budget  authority  for  1970 
failed,  the  expenditure  outlay  reduction  in 
1970,  based  on  the  budget,  would  be  only 


$107  billion.  The  remainder  would  be  an 
expenditure  avoided  In  subsequent  years. 

But  to  put  the  picture  In  sharper  focus. 
It  must  be  noted  that  Congress  does  not 
annually  act  on  anywhere  near  the  entire 
new  budget  authority  total.  Some  of  It  Is  In 
the  form  of  requests  and  some  of  It  Is  In 
the  form  of  estimates.  Roughly  $66  billion, 
net,  of  the  new  budget  authority  total  Is 
estimated  to  go  on  the  books  In  1970  auto¬ 
matically — so-called  permanent  appropri¬ 
ations — under  earlier  laws,  mainly  trust 
funds.  Interest  on  the  debt,  and  several 
others.  The  other  $139  billion  goes  through 
the  annual  bill  process — mostly  the  appro¬ 
priation  bills — but  It  involves  projected  ex¬ 
penditures,  as  to  1970,  of  roughly  only  $90 
billion,  more  or  less  which  means  that  Con¬ 
gress,  in  the  various  annual  bills,  normally 
deals  with  new  budget  authority  amounts 
that,  in  total,  relate  to  less  than  half  of  the 
budget  outlays  projected  for  that  same  year. 
As  noted,  more  than  half  of  budget  outlays 
In  a  given  year  now  derive  from  carryover 
balances  and  from  new  budget  authority 
that  goes  on  the  books  automatically  under 
various  permanent  appropriation  arrange¬ 
ments  enacted  over  the  years. 

The  size  of  the  unexpended  carryover  pipe¬ 
line,  of  course,  depends  on  what  Is  put  In 
and  what  Is  taken  out.  Addition  of  more  new 
budget  authority  than  Is  expended  In  a  year 
increases  the  pipeline.  During  fiscal  1970, 
based  on  the  recent  budget  projections,  the 
total  unexpended  pipeline  would  Increase 
from  $226  billion  to  $237  billion,  but  all  of 
the  Increase  Is  more  than  accounted  for  In 
trust  fund  accumulations  of  balances.  In 
Federal  funds,  there  Is  a  drop  of  $1  billion, 
from  $126  bUllon  to  $125  billion.  Depend¬ 
ing  on  congressional  actions,  this  could  drop 
further. 

CONTROLLABLE  VERSUS  UNCONTROLLABLE 
EXPENDITURES 

All  expenditures  are,  of  course,  control¬ 
lable  by  the  Congress.  All  expenditures  are 
controlled  by  Congress,  because  they  flow 
from  laws  enacted  by  Congress.  But  as  a  very 
practical  matter,  not  all  are  subject  to  ef¬ 
fective  discretionary  control  through  the 
normal  annual  budget  and  appropriations 
process. 

Very  considerable  expenditures  arise  from 
so-called  permanent  appropriations  that  do 
not  pass  through  the  annual  appropriation 
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bills.  Interest  on  the  debt  and  trust  funds 
are  examples. 

Several  programs  that  do  pass  through 
the  annual  bill  process  Involve  mandated- 
type  expenditures  fixed  In  basic  law,  which 
unless  changed  through  legislation  operate 
as  a  practical  limit  on  the  discretionary 
power  to  control  them  annually.  Veterans 
pensions  and  public  assistance  matching 
grants  are  examples. 

Payments  for  prior  year  contracts  and  ob¬ 
ligations  falling  due  cannot  effectively  be 
avoided.  These  run  across  the  whole  govern¬ 
ment. 

There  are  a  number  of  others.  The  Jan¬ 
uary  budget  classifies  some  $98  billion,  or 
about  half  of  the  1970  outlay  budget,  as 
“relatively  uncontrollable  civilian  outlays 
under  present  law.”  The  figure  for  the  April 
15  budget  review  under  this  classification 
is  $100  billion,  meaning  that  better  than 
half  of  the  outlay  budget  for  the  year  is  not, 
as  a  practical  matter,  subject  to  the  normal 
discretionary  powers  of  appropriation  with¬ 
out  changes  in  the  basic  laws  that  more  or 
less  ordain  them. 

Similarly,  though  the  makeup  in  detail 
does  not  exactly  correspond.  In  the  $6  billion 
cutback  provision  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  last  session.  Congress 
exempted  from  the  celling  and  from  the  cut¬ 
back,  programs  involving  about  half  of  total 
outlays.  In  effect  recognizing  their  relative 
uncontrollability  without  changes  In  the 
basic  laws  applicable  or  other  compelling  cir¬ 
cumstances  giving  rise  to  them. 

Looking  at  the  matter  in  terms  of  increases 
rather  than  totals,  about  75%  of  the  outlay 
Increase,  1970  over  1969,  projected  in  the 
January  budget  was  in  these  so-called  rela¬ 
tively  uncontrollable  Items.  The  proportion 
applicable  to  the  $8  billion  outlay  Increase. 
1970  over  1969,  projected  In  the  new  admin¬ 
istration’s  budget  review  Is  even  greater. 

The  outlay  celling  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  1970,  while  rigid  and  all-encom- 
passlng,  does  not  and  cannot  of  course  come 
to  grips  with  these  fundamentals  of  basic 
laws.  But  by  covering  both  controllable  and 
“uncontrollable”  outlays.  It  will  focus  on  the 
total,  and  keep  it  In  focus. 

It  will  tend  to  force  attention  on  possible 
alternatives  and  substitutions  when  upward 
pressures  are  exerted  on  the  ceiling. 

It  will  keep  the  hands  of  Congress  on  It. 


TABLE  8.— BALANCES  OF  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  (FROM  THE  JANUARY  1969  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1970) 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Department  or  other  unit 


Start 

1968 

End 

1968 

End 

1969 

End 

1970 

Obli- 

Unobli- 

Obli- 

Unobli- 

Obli- 

Unobli- 

Obli- 

Unobli- 

gated 

gated 

gated 

gated 

gated 

gated 

gated 

gated 

1,004 

6,447 

1,226 

6,427 

1,591 

6, 633 

1,880 

6, 633 

2,114 

2, 764 

1,804 

2,468 

1,737 

2, 393 

1, 767 

2, 193 

3,790 

860 

3,685 

690 

3, 248 

391 

3, 364 

622 

1,140 

6 

982 

8 

1,018 

5 

1,207 

6 

345 

112 

645 

111 

563 

-87 

578 

-180 

5, 446 

2,749 

5, 562 

2,680 

6, 464 

2,111 

6, 869 

2,177 

973 

225 

1,086 

258 

1,241 

209 

1,254 

122 

32,077 

15,116 

30,  884 

14, 829 

32. 818 

11, 594 

35, 055 

10,970 

302 

248 

345 

247 

441 

158 

496 

50 

6,403 

28, 043 

7,820 

30, 778 

8, 669 

35, 729 

8,908 

42. 756 

6,674 

14, 462 

8,254 

14. 743 

7,050 

13,495 

8, 076 

12, 139 

845 

609 

947 

612 

1,141 

359 

1,175 

234 

495 

10,790 

498 

11,919 

478 

12,709 

656 

13,680 

7,271 

3, 409 

7,286 

4,154 

8,531 

4,679 

9, 070 

5,102 

102 

26 

103 

24 

87 

25 

94 

22 

1,138 

320 

1,115 

385 

1,563 

56 

1,486  . 

0) 

1,'820 

313 

1,616 

381 

1,624 

118 

1,552 

1,034 

8,139 

1,030 

8,  768 

1,120 

8,  341 

1,181 

8, 387 

’642 

17, 690 

701 

18, 505 

834 

20, 522 

981 

21, 936 

2, 367 

3, 749 

2,996 

2,687 

3, 638 

2, 387 

4,585 

1,026 

248 

6, 340 

257 

6, 590 

281 

6,870 

297 

7,176 

30 

3,468 

61 

3,697 

33 

4,033 

17 

4, 447 

112 

4;  240 

127 

4, 375 

130 

4,525 

137 

4, 596 

2,195 

4, 740 

2,  306 

6, 804 

2, 494 
50  . 

1,985 

2,694 
200  . 

1, 521 

78, 567 

134, 864 

81,336 

142, 142 

86, 844 

139,238 

93, 597 

145,616 

69y  839 

54,095 

72, 043 

54,988 

77.410 

49,090 

83,301 

44, 986 

S'J29 

80;  769 

9,293 

87, 154 

9,434 

90.148 

10,278 

100,630 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  President; 


Other- 


Commerce _ 

Defense — Milita 
Defense — Civil- 


Interior _ 

Labor _ 

Transportation. 
Treasury _ 


Civil  Service  Commission . . 

Export-Import  Bank . 

Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corp., 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

Railroad  Retirement  Board _ 

Other  agencies . . . 

Allowance  for  contingencies _ 


MEMORANDUM 


Less  than  $500,000. 

Note:  Totals  slightly  revised  in  table  that  follows  this  table. 
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BUDGET  REVIEW  OF  APRIL  15,  1969— CHANGE  IN  UNEXPENDED  BALANCES 
(In  billions] 


January  budget 

Budget  review  estimate 

Intra govern- 

Intragovern- 

Federal 

Trust 

mental 

Federal 

Trust 

mental 

funds 

funds 

transactions 

Total 

funds 

funds 

transactions 

Total 

Unexpended  balance,  June  30, 

1968 _ _ _ 

127fb 

96.4  . 

223. 5 

127.0 

96.4  . 

223.5 

1969  Budget  authority _ 

148.8 

53.3 

—7.5 

194.6 

149.9 

53.3 

—7.5 

195.7' 

Expiring  authority  in  1969, 

etc _ _ 

—1.2 

—7.1 

—8.3 

—1.2 

—7.1  . 

—8.3 

Less  outlays _ 

148.2 

43.0 

— 7:5 

183.7 

149.5 

42.9 

—7.5 

184.9 

Estimated  unexpended. 

balance,  June  30, 

1969 . . . 

126.5 

99.6 

226. 1 

126.2 

99.8  . 

226.0 

1970  Budget  authority.. . . 

158.2 

60.0 

—7.9 

210.1 

154.3 

59.5 

—8.0 

205.9 

Expiring  authority  in  1970, 

etc . . . . . 

—1.7  .. 

—1.7 

—1.7 

—1.7 

Less  outlays . 

154.7 

48.4 

—7.9 

195.3 

153.8 

47.1 

—8.0 

192.9 

Estimated  unexpended 

/ 

balance,  June  30, 

1970 . . 

128.3 

110.9  . 

239. 2 

125.0 

112.2  . 

237.2 

BUDGET  AUTHORITY 

(Fiscal  years. 

in  billions] 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Description 

actual 

estimate 

estimate 

Available  through  current  action  by  the  Congress: 

Previously  enacted . . . . . . . .  $134.4 

Proposed  in  this  budget . . . . 

To  be  requested  separately: 

For  supplemental  requirements  under  present  law.. . . 

Upon  enactment  of  proposed  legislation... . . . . 

Allowances: 

Civilian  and  military  pay  increase . . . . . . . . . 

Contingencies . . . . . . . . . . 


$128.9 _ 

. .  $134.4 

4.  5  0.  1 

0. 2  1.2 

_  2. 8 

_  0. 4 


Subtotal,  available  through  current  action  by  the  Congress _ 

Available  without  current  action  by  the  Congress  (permanent  authorizations): 

Trust  funds  (existing  law)... . . . . 

Interest  on  the  public  debt . . . 

Other _ _ _ - . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts: 

Interfund  and  intragovernmental  transactions _ 

Proprietary  receipts  from  the  public _ _ _ 

Total  budget  authority _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 


134.4 

133.6 

138.9 

47.8 

53.5 

59.1 

14.6 

16.3 

17.3 

5.4 

5.4 

4.3 

—6.9 

—8.7 

—9.2 

—4.7 

—4.3 

—4.5 

190. 6  195. 8  205. 9 


ESTIMATED  EXPENDITURES  (BUDGET  OUTLAYS) 
FISCAL  years  1969  AND  1970 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  referring 
to  the  beginning  ceiling  figure  of  $192.9 
billion  representing  budget  outlays  pro¬ 
jected  by  the  administration  in  its  budget 
review  of  April  15.  I  include  a  table 
based  on  figures  in  that  review,  showing  a 
breakdown  by  departments  and  agencies 
of  the  $192.9  billion: 

TABLE  8.— BUDGET  OUTLAYS,  1969  AND  1970 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


TABLE  8.— BUDGET  OUTLAYS,  1969  AND  1970— Continued 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Agency 

1969 

current 

estimate 

1970 

revised 

estimate 

Allowances  for: 

Civilian  and  military  pay  increases.. 
Contingencies... . . . 

2, 800 
200 

Undistributed  intragovernmental  trans¬ 
actions _ _ 

-5, 105 

-5,745 

Total . . 

184, 901 

192, 899 

Note:  Detail  may  not  add  due  to  rounding. 


1969  1970 

current  revised 

Agency  estimate  estimate 


Agriculture . . . 

CCC . . . 

Commerce . . . 

Defense— military  and  military  assist¬ 
ance . . 

Corps  of  Engineers . . . . 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare . . 

Trust  funds . . . 

Housing  and  Urban  Development . 

Interior.. . . . 

Justice . . 

Labor . . 

Unemployment  trust  funds _ 

Post  Office . . . 

State . . . . . . 

Transportation . . . 

Treasury . . . . . . 

Interest  on  the  public  debt . 

Atomic  Energy  Commission _ 

General  Services  Administration . 

NASA.. . 

Veterans'  Administration . 

All  other: 

Foreign  economic  assistance _ 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity.... 
Other  agencies . 


8, 409 

7,197 

-  (5, 492) 

(4, 482) 

872 

1,079 

.  78. 400 

77,903 

1,192 

1,159 

.  46, 259 

50,  551 

.  (32,981) 

(35, 324) 

2,017 

2, 823 

889 

830 

517 

730 

3, 503 

3,690 

-  (2,749) 

(2, 866) 

929 

412 

434 

428 

6,211 

6,753 

.  16,603 

17, 559 

.  (16,300) 

(17,300) 

2, 451 

2, 504 

413 

407 

4, 247 

3,897 

.  7,719 

7, 554 

1,925 

1,760 

1,880 

1,870 

5, 136 

6, 538 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Rivers)  ,  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services. 

MILITARY  SPENDING  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  the  gentleman  realizes  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  not  acting — but  that  we  are  re¬ 
acting.  The  gentleman  knows,  of  course, 
that  whenever  we  get  ready  to  reduce 
expenditures,  everybody  looks  to  the 
military. 

Now  you  have  the  terrible  situation  of 
the  people  assigning  the  worst  sort  of 
conduct  and  motives  to  the  so-called 
military-industrial  complex.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  knows  that  on  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara’s  procurements  for  ships  there 
was  a  cost  overrun  and  Secretary  Pack¬ 
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ard  tells  me  that  it  will  be  an  overrim 
of  $100  million. 

This  morning  and  on  Thursday  we  are 
trying  to  find  out  what  caused  an  inac¬ 
curate  estimate — ^it  is  not  all  overrim — 
on  the  C-5A  aircraft.  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  factors  involved.  The  gentleman 
knows  as  well  as  I  do  that  this  Congress 
has  not  got  the  courage  to  stand  up 
here  and  stop  some  of  these  crazy  pro¬ 
grams  that  we  have,  for  instance,  the  Job 
Corps  and  the  OEO  and  a  lot  of  these 
things  we  are  spending  money  on  all  over 
hell’s  half  acre.  But  they  will  go  to  the 
military  and  cut  them  to  smithereens. 
This  is  what  it  is  coming  to. 

We  have  inaccurate  estimates  all  over 
the  lot  in  the  military  and  when  you 
superimpose  that  on  the  escalation 
caused  by  the  increased  cost  of  living, 
our  military  is  going  to  come  up  short 
and  we  are  going  to  have  half  a  defense. 

It  would  be  far  better  to  abolish  cer¬ 
tain  items  for  the  military  and  come 
clean  with  the  American  people  and  say, 
“We  do  not  want  you  to  have  the  Polaris 
program — we  do  not  want  you  to  have 
new  bombers — even  though  the  B-52’s 
are  15  years  old.  We  do  not  want  you  to 
modernize  your  navy  yards.  We  do  not 
want  you  to  have  a  good  merchant  ma¬ 
rine  program.  We  do  not  want  you  to  go 
on  with  the  new  fighter  needs  that  were 
denied  us  under  the  McNamara  pro¬ 
grams.  We  do  not  want  you  to  have  a 
moon  shot.” 

This  is  where  these  things  are  coming 
to.  That  is  the  weakness  of  provisions 
such  as  the  one  to  which  the  gentleman 
referred.  Why  do  we  not  cross  each 
bridge  at  the  time  we  come  to  it? 

Mr.  MAHON.  That  is  what  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  do.  We  will  cross  each  bridge  at 
the  time  we  come  to  it  as  each  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  before  us,  or  each  bill 
from  a  legislative  committee  which 
mandates  certain  expenditures  is  be¬ 
fore  us.  Action  on  these  bills  will  in  effect 
maintain,  or  lower,  or  raise  the  expendi¬ 
ture  ceiling. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  We  probably  hold  longer 
hearings  in  our  committee  than  any 
committee  of  the  Congress.  We  have  a 
number  of  subcommittees  going  now. 
They  are  trying  their  best  to  save  money. 
The  distinguished  chairman’s  commit¬ 
tee,  in  its  wisdom,  has  acted,  and  I  would 
like  to  say  that  if  there  is  anyone  for 
whom  I  have  a  higher  regard  than  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  have  not  found  him.  But  let  me 
say  this:  We  cannot  approach  it  in  the 
manner  proposed  with  any  degree  of 
accuracy.  We  cannot  have  all  the  pro¬ 
grams.  I  have  enumerated  unless  we  have 
sufficient  funds.  I  am  afraid  we  are  going 
to  come  up  short  in  our  commitments  to 
our  own  people,  and  to  the  security  of 
America  and  our  commitments  with 
whatever  other  friends  we  have,  if  we 
have  any. 

I  want  the  gentleman  to  know  that 
I  do  not  agree  with  this  approach.  We 
should  act  on  each  program  instead  of 
reacting  to  the  entire  budget.  The  Con¬ 
stitution  specifically  provides  that  the 
one  arm  of  our  Government  that  has  the 
direct  responsibility  of  the  Congress  is 
the  military.  Yet  we  are  neglecting  this 
responsibility  by  provisions  of  the  sort 
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proposed,  and  I  am  afraid  it  Is  a  mis¬ 
take. 

Mr.  MAHON.  According  to  the  esti¬ 
mates — and  we  are,  for  the  time  being, 
accepting  the  expenditure  estimates  of 
the  administration — the  military  will 
expend  about  $78  billion  this  fiscal  year 
and  a  similar  amoimt  for  next  year.  The 
full  amoimt  so  estimated  for  next  year — ■ 
fiscal  1970 — is  provided  for  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  spending  ceiling  in  the  bill  before 
us. 

If  our  military  people,  those  with  stars 
on  their  shoulders  and  those  in  civilian 
capacities,  will  run  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  in  a  businesslike  and  efficient  way, 
I  would  think  that  sums  available  and  in 
prospect  would  be  adequate.  I  woiild  hope 
that  the  sums  are  more  than  adequate. 

One  of  the  things  that  disturbs  me  is 
that  there  have  been  so  many  mistakes 
made  by  the  military.  This  has  tended  to 
generate  a  lack  of  confidence.  I  grant, 
that  the  problems  have  been  of  great 
magnitude  and  complexity. 

Let  me  say  that  I  have  confidence  in 
the  military.  I  do  not  have  unlimited  con¬ 
fidence  in  their  managerial  ability. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  do  not  know  anybody 
who  does. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Let  me  give  an  example. 
I  joined  in  cutting  the  military  budget  $5 
billion  plus,  last  year.  I  am  not  beholden 
to  any  department  of  this  Government.  I 
want  to  make  that  clear.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  shares 
this  attitude  completely. 

With  respect  to  management,  just 
think  of  the  humiliation  we  suffered  a 
few  days  ago  when  the  Navy,  through 
neglect,  let  a  submarine  in  a  Navy  ship¬ 
yard  go  to  the  bottom.  And  what  is  that 
going  to  cost  us?  $25  million.  Of  course, 
if  we  are  going  to  let  the  defense  dollar  go 
down  the  drain  in  any  such  irresponsible 
manner  as  that,  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  supply  the  military  with  adequate 
funds. 

I  would  say  this:  I  have  confidence  in 
the  administration  and  feel  that  expend¬ 
itures  in  the  military  area  will  not  be  cut 
without  any  regard  to  the  welfare  of  the 
country.  I  am  aware  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  served  on  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  and  the  De¬ 
fense  Subcommittee  for  many  years. 

I  carmot  think  of  him  in  a  role  of  an 
appeaser  or  a  nonspender  when  it  comes 
to  necessary  defense  expenditures.  So  I 
would  say,  let  us  take  the  Pentagon  at  its 
word  as  a  starting  point  on  the  amount 
of  funds  needed.  When  our  hearings  on 
defense  programs  are  completed  we  can 
reduce  or  increase  the  budget  figure  and 
the  final  figure  agreed  upon  by  Congress 
and  enacted  into  law  will  determine 
what  can  be  spent  in  fiscal  1970. 

Now,  before  I  yield  to  my  good  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  my  able  colleague,  let 
me  say  that  I  believe  in  the  ABM.  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  a  strong  military  program.  I  de¬ 
plore  the  low  estate  in  which  the  military 
finds  itself.  I  want  to  see  confidence  re¬ 
stored  in  this  area.  We  need  to  have  re¬ 
spect  and  to  have  reason  to  have  respect 
for  all  departments  and  branches  of  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina. 


Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  gave  wings  to  the  very  things  I 
was  talking  about.  I  do  not  wear  any¬ 
body’s  collar  either.  I  am  looking  for 
encomiums,  and  I  do  not  get  them 
around  Washington,  as  the  gentleman 
knows. 

I  want  to  say  this,  that  the  military 
now  has  reached  deplorable  conditions. 
We  have  60  percent  of  our  fleet  which  is 
not  fit  to  live  on  or  in  because  someone 
budgeted  too  low.  The  chairman  has  not 
Jieard  the  last  of  the  results  of  McNa¬ 
mara’s  systems  analysis  crowd.  We  have 
not  heard  the  last  of  that.  'They  are 
bringing  disrespect  and  derision  on  mili- 
taiT  men  who  have  not  made  a  decision 
over  there  since  McNamara  darkened  the 
doors  of  the  Pentagon.  We  have  deficits 
coming  up  day  in  and  day  out,  day  in  and 
day  out,  over  which  the  military  men 
had  no  control. 

We  cannot  think  we  can  just  put  a 
hard,  hidebound  ceiling  on  any  kind  of 
restrictions  and  think  we  can  let  each 
tub  sit  on  its  bottom.  That  is,  in  my 
opinion,  a  mistake. 

Mr.  MAHON.  There  are  some  leaks  in 
Government  tubs  and  we  are  trying  to 
close  some  of  them. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  do  not  deprecate  the 
efforts  of  the  chairman,  but  I  am  sure  an 
enlisted  man  did  not  pull  the  seacock  on 
that  submarine.  It  could  have  been  sab¬ 
otaged. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  do  not  know  who  is 
responsible,  but  the  Navy  should  find  out 
who  is  responsible  and  see  that  he  is 
adequately  disciplined.  If  they  want  to 
gain  higher  respect,  this  kind  of  action 
must  be  taken. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  agree.  We  must  re¬ 
store  responsibility  in  the  military — and 
then  hold  them  responsible.  And  let  me 
tell  the  chairman,  our  committee  is  go¬ 
ing  to  investigate  that  incident  and,  for 
whatever  it  is  woi’th,  we  are  going  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  Chairman  on  this. 

THE  SO-CALLED  PEACE  DIVIDEND  IN  FEDERAL 
FUNDS 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  The  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  has  made  a 
statement  which  makes  it  appropriate 
at  this  time  for  me  to  discuss  a  further 
situation. 

Many  of  the  programs  and  ships  and 
weapons  of  the  military  are  obsolete  or 
are  becoming  obsolescent.  There  is  no 
doubt  of  that.  Large  programs  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  necessary  to  outfit  the  Navy 
and  the  other  services  with  modem  ships, 
aircraft,  and  other  weapons.  Defense 
spending  is  not  going  to  toboggan  down¬ 
ward  when  the  war  ends  in  Vietnam. 
There  will  be  reductions  but  the  costs 
will  remain  high. 

Military  spending  is  going  to  have  to 
remain  high  because  survival  is  the  first 
law  of  nations.  It  is  inescapable  that  the 
military  programs  are  going  to  remain 
high  and  we  are  going  to  have  to  sup¬ 
port  them.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
we  want  a  better  job  done  by  the  mili¬ 
tary — by  civilians  and  those  In  uni¬ 
form — in  order  that  we  may  get  more 
for  the  dollar. 

But  those  who  are  writing  in  the  pa¬ 
pers  and  saying  In  their  speeches,  “Walt 


until  the  war  is  over,  and  then  we  will 
have  unlimited  resom’ces  for  all  the  so¬ 
cial  programs,”  are  too  optimistic.  Some 
seem  to  think  that  Secretary  Finch  will 
have  all  the  money  he  wants  for  educa¬ 
tion,  for  health,  and  the  poor,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  will  have  all  the  money  he  wants 
to  for  housing  and  related  needs. 

That  is  incorrect.  They  are  not  going 
to  have  all  the  money  they  want.  There 
is  not  enough  money  in  the  Nation  to 
meet  all  these  demands. 

Besides  that,  money  is  not  the  only 
answer  in  defense,  a^d  it  is  not  the  only 
answer  in  our  social'programs.  I  think  it 
is  a  little  bit  cruel  for  us  to  make  state¬ 
ments  which  would  lead  the  cities  and 
the  mayors  and  the  poor  and  others  to 
believe  that  when  the  war  is  over  we  will 
have  unlimited  funds  for  all  purposes 
which  may  be  desired.  We  just  will  not 
have  that  kind  of  money,  and  let  us  tell 
the  people  that  now. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

SUPPLEMENTALS  FOR  INTEREST  SUBSIDY 
PROGRAMS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  said  he  does  not  want  any 
exceptions  to  his  limitations  provision 
but,  in  fact,  by  not  including  some  of  the 
practices  or  programs  under  the  limita¬ 
tion,  there  are  exceptions.  For  example, 
there  is  no  limit  on  the  amoimt  that  they 
can  obligate  for  interest  subsidies.  And 
now  it  is  proposed,  instead  of  having  cur¬ 
rent  expenditures  within  the  fiscal  year 
for  a  direct  loan  program  and  grants  for 
college  facilities,  they  will  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  pay  only  $11  million  this  year 
and  obligate  us  for  $440  million,  which 
does  not  show  up  in  this  year’s  budget. 
So  in  effect  the  limitation  is  no  limita¬ 
tion  so  long  as  that  is  permitted,  is  it? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  let  his  own  statement  stand  as  he 
made  it.  I  am  not  quite  sure  of  the  import 
of  the  statement. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  But  it  does  not 
limit  them  from  obligating  us  to  pay  for 
the  next  35  years  under  these  programs. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Oh,  I  see  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  means  and  his  point  is  well 
taken. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  to  this 
matter.  Under  the  housing  programs 
there  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  providing 
authority  for  $80  million  for  subsidies  for 
1  year.  We  provide  a  certain  amount  for 
1  year,  but  when  we  do  this  we  obligate 
ourselves  for  40  years. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  has  tabulated  the  total  amount 
of  money  in  these  housing  programs  that 
will  be  mandated  as  a  result  of  this  bill 
if  we  pass  it.  Will  the  gentleman  give 
that  figure? 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  the  gentlemen  will  yield, 
it  will  be  40  times  80,  and  that  is  $3.2 
billion  we  will  be  obligating  the  taxpayers 
to  pay  over  the  40-year  period. 

I  remind  the  chaiiman  that  already  in 
this  fiscal  year,  we  have  provided  $50 
million  for  those  two  programs,  so  we 
have  to  add  that  to  the  $3.2  billion.  You 
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will  find  in  these  two  programs,  sections 
235  and  236  of  the  housing  law  as 
amended,  we  will  be  obligating  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  this  country  to  the  amount  of 
$5.2  billion  over  the  40-year  period. 

Mr.  MAHON.  About  $5.2  billion.  It 
looks  very  minimal  when  one  looks  at  the 
bill,  but  when  one  looks  at  the  costs 
which  we  are  obligated  to  pay  over  40 
years  it  is  about  $5.2  billion. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  This  has  been  said,  but 
needs  to  be  emphasized.  This  spending 
limitation  does  not  puiTort  to  remain  in 
effect  beyond  next  year.  It  is  only  for  1 
year;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  is  only  for  1  year.  It 
might  be  for  only  30  days,  if  we  change 
it,  but  this  is  not  proposed  for  more  than 
1  year.  Next  year  we  can  do  something 
similar  with  respect  to  fiscal  1971  if  v/e 
so  determine. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  If  I  might  make  a  fur¬ 
ther  point  with  respect  to  the  institutions 
of  higher  learning  and  their  construction 
needs,  there  is  $3.9  million  in  this  bill  for 
interest  subsidy,  which  will  construct 
$145  million  worth  of  college  facilities. 
If  you  do  not  want  that,  then  just  wipe 
out  the  interest  subsidy.  It  all  depends 
on  how  much  we  appropriate  in  this  bill 
for  the  interest  subsidy,  as  to  where  that 
ceiling  goes. 

As  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
says,  this  is  an  expenditure  ceiling  for 
just  the  1  year,  not  for  30  or  40  years. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  This  illustrates 
my  point  very  well.  If  they  get  the  $3.9 
million  interest  subsidy,  they  will  with¬ 
hold  the  $150  million  already  appropri¬ 
ated  for  direct  loans.  That  $150  million 
would  be  under  the  limitation,  whereas 
the  $3.9  million  is  all  of  the  $145  million 
that  shows  up  in  the  fiscal  year.  This  is 
a  big  loophole. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  It  is  not  a  permanent 
loophole  if  you  choose  to  use  that  word. 
It  is  effective  only  for  this  year. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  since  we 
a  -^  in  such  a  bind,  instead  of  a  direct 
appropriation  of  $145  million  for  direct 
loans  let  us  do  it  by  the  interest  subsidy 
route,  and  finance  the  balance  through 
the  private  sector. 

SCOPE  OF  PROPOSED  EXPENDITURE  CEILING 
FOR  1970 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Texas  for  a 
most  interesting  and  enlightening  state¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  ask  a  question  on 
a  problem  I  have  dealing  with  appropria¬ 
tions. 

An  item  in  my  district  which  was  nec¬ 
essary  was  not  included  in  the  Nixon 
budget.  Under  this  limitation  would  it 
preclude  the  Nixon  administration  from 


amending  the  budget  and  providing  an 
Item  that  Is  not  in  the  present  budget? 

Mr.  MAHON.  There  is  nothing  in  this 
limitation  that  would  preclude  the  Nixon 
administration  from  amending  the 
budget  and  placing  the  item  in  it.  There 
is  nothing  in  this  limitation  which  would 
preclude  Congress  from  providing  the 
funds  for  the  unbudgeted  items.  So  there 
is  nothing  inflexible  insofar  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  problem  is  concerned  in  the 
resolution  now  before  us. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Therefore,  if  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  gentleman  correctly,  the 
limitation  goes  only  to  the  amount  and 
the  Congress  can  act  independently  or 
the  executive  can  revise  its  budget.  Is 
that  what  the  gentleman  stated? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  think  the  point  is  clear. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  do  not  think 
this  is  such  a  novel  approach.  The  Con¬ 
gress  considered  it  before  and  in  effect 
we  have  done  it  before, 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  believe  we  have  never 
done  it  before,  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  Not  quite. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  think  we 
have  put  a  limitation  in  effect  before 
when  we  put  a  limitation,  for  instance, 
on  the  national  debt.  In  effect,  we  said 
that  there  was  a  limitation  on  the  bor¬ 
rowing  budget. 

The  gentleman  will  recall  that  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommended  and 
this  Congress  debated  the  proposal  that 
limitations  on  spending  be  placed  upon 
each  governmental  department.  In  other 
words,  taking  the  overall  limitation 
which  you  are  now  proposing  and 
breaking  it  down.  The  reason  for  the 
spending  limitation  was  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  could  then  control  the  expendi¬ 
ture  budget,  which  we  do  not  now 
control.  All  we  can  do  here  is  appro¬ 
priate  the  money,  and  the  executive 
controls  the  rate  of  expenditure.  The 
Hoover  Commission’s  proposal,  which 
you  are  proposing  to  carry  out  now,  was 
to  put  a  limitation  on  what  the  Congress 
itself  might  control.  It  does  not  mean 
that  you  cannot  vary  that  figiure  if  con¬ 
ditions  change  which  call  for  it.  Congress 
can  vary  it.  But  it  is  a  restraint  on  ad¬ 
ditional  spending.  It  also  advises  the 
Congress,  the  way  it  was  originally  pro¬ 
posed,  and  if  there  were  slippages,  we 
could  find  out  why  there  were,  and  if 
there  were  overages  proposed,  we  could 
find  out  why.  So  it  is  not  so  novel. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  in  effect 
is  in  favor  of  the  limitation? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  certainly 
am.  And  I  think  it  should  be  done  even 
more.  We  should  do  it  on  each  depart¬ 
ment.  I  wish  the  chairman  had  agreed 
some  years  ago,  along  with  some  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  to  place  expenditure  limita¬ 
tions  on  Government  departments  be¬ 
cause  we  could  have  been  doing  it  all 
these  years  and  prevented  a  great  deal  of 
the  wild  spending  that  we  have  had. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  MAHON.  My  friend  is  entitled  to 
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his  views.  The  ceiling  should  help  but 
holding  down  authorizations  and  appro - 
piiations  is  the  surest  way  to  cut  spend¬ 
ing.  No  one  can  predict  just  what  Con¬ 
gress  will  do,  but  I  hope  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  here  will  be  well  supported  by  the 
House  and  by  the  other  body. 

COMPARISON  OF  TITLE  IV  OP  PENDING  BILL  WITH 

THE  LEGISLATIVE  BUDGET  PROPOSAL  IN  THE 

1946  REORGANIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  elaboration,  may  I 
add  that  the  discussion  recalls  the  efforts 
of  the  Congress,  some  22  years  ago,  to  en¬ 
act  a  legislative  budget,  an  important 
and  really  key  feature  of  which  was  to 
put  a  ceiling  on  Government  spending. 
I  think  it  might  be  useful  to  insert  an 
analysis  comparing  that  effort  with  title 
IV  of  the  pending  bill : 

By  proposing  a  ceiling  on  the  aggregate  of 
government  spending  for  fiscal  1970,  title  IV 
of  the  pending  bill  would  secure  something 
of  what  the  framers  of  the  legislative  budget 
plan  in  the  1946  Reorganization  Act  had 
in  mind,  but  which  Congress  in  fact  never 
accomplished.  It  would  be  useful  to  recall 
briefly  what  that  plan  was  about,  refer  to 
the  experiences  in  attempting  to  carry  it 
out,  and  make  some  note  of  the  similarities 
and  dissimilarities  between  the  provisions 
of  the  1946  plan  and  title  IV  of  the  pending 
bill. 

THE  1946  LEGISLATIVE  BUDGET  PLAN 

The  legislative  budget  plan  was  spelled  out 
in  the  1946  law.  It  is  now  a  part  of  Rule 
XLII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House,  and  reads 
as  follows: 

“(a)  The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  or  duly  au¬ 
thorized  subcommittees  thereof,  are  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  meet  Jointly  at  the 
beginning  of  each  regular  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  after  study  and  consultation,  giving 
due  consideration  to  the  budget  recommend¬ 
ations  of  the  President,  report  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  a  legislative  budget  for  the 
ensuing  flscal  year.  Including  the  estimated 
over-all  Federal  receipts  and  expenditures  for 
such  year.  Such  report  shall  contain  a  recom¬ 
mendation  for  the  maximum  amount  to  be 
approprriated  for  expenditure  in  such  year 
which  shall  include  such  an  amount  to  be 
reserved  for  deficiencies  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary  by  such  committees.  If  the  esti¬ 
mated  receipts  exceed  the  estimated  ex¬ 
penditures,  such  report  shall  contain  a 
recommendation  for  a  reduction  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt.  Such  report  shall  be  made  by 
February  15. 

“(b)  The  report  shall  be  accompanied  by 
a  concurrent  resolution  adopting  such 
budget,  and  fixing  the  maximum  amount  to 
be  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  such  year. 
If  the  estimated  expenditures  exceed  the 
estimated  receipts,  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  include  a  section  substantially  as 
follows:  ‘That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  public  debt  shall  be  increased  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
the  estimated  exfiendltures  for  the  ensuing 
fiscal  year  exceed  the  estimated  receipts,  such 
amount  being  $ _ ’  ” 

In  other  words,  the  Joint  committee,  after 
study  of  the  budget  and  consultations  other¬ 
wise,  was  to  bring  in,  early  in  the  session,  a 
concurrent  resolution  proposing  an  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  Judgment  of  the  Congress  as  to 
the  probable  budget  revenues  for  the  com¬ 
ing  flscal  year  and  fixing  a  maximum  budget 
expenditure  goal  for  the  year. 

There  was  nothing  mandatory  or  compell¬ 
ing  about  any  celling  so  fixed  upon. 

It  was  not  an  enactment  requiting  approval 
of  the  President. 
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It  was  to  be  not  a  binding  statute  but  only 
a  target  for  the  guidance  of  the  Congress  in 
processing  the  spending  and  revenue  bills. 

It  was  not  directed  to  the  Executive  spend¬ 
ing  agencies,  but  only  to  the  Congress.  In  Its 
Individual  actions  in  the  appropriation  and 
the  other  spending  bills,  and  on  the  revenue 
side.  Congress  could  either  hue  to  the  dis¬ 
ciplines  Implicitly  suggested  by  the  ceiling 
thus  set,  or  It  could  ignore  the  celling. 

In  the  first  effort — In  1947 — to  put  the  plan 
into  effect,  both  Houses  adopted  a  concurrent 
resolution.  The  House  proposed  an  overall  cut 
of  $6  billion  from  projected  fiscal  1948  budget 
expenditures.  The  Senate  proposed  a  $4.5  bil¬ 
lion  reduction.  The  conferees  did  not  resolve 
the  differences  and  the  resolution  died  in 
conference.  Thus  no  target  ceiling  was  set. 

The  next  year.  Congress,  on  February  27, 
1948,  did  adopt  such  a  concurrent  resolution 
with  respect  to  fiscal  1949,  setting — for  it¬ 
self — the  goal  of  a  $2.5  billion  reduction  in 
budgeted  expenditures  by  expressing  the 
judgment,  "based  upon  presently  available 
information”,  that  ♦  *  *  “expenditures  dur¬ 
ing  such  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  37.2  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  *  ♦ 

Actual  budget  expenditures  in  fiscal  1949 
were  $40  billion;  they  exceeded  the  target  by 
$2.8  billion,  in  effect  wiping  out  the  reduction 
goal  of  $2.5  billion.  They  exceeded  the  original 
budget  projection  of  $39.7  billion  by  some 
$300  million. 

In  1949,  a  move  was  made  to  set  the  date 
for  action  on  the  legislative  budget  for  fiscal 
1950  back  from  February  15  to  May  1.  Noth¬ 
ing  further  happened.  Nothing  further  has 
been  done  in  direct  response  to  the  legislative 
budget  plan. 

Many  post-mortems  have  been  rendered 
on  the  experiment.  It  was  said  that  the  joint 
committee  of  102  members  was  unwieldy. 

It  was  said  that  the  time  limit  of  February 
15  was  too  short. 

It  was  said  that  to  name  an  expenditure 
reduction  total  in  advance  in  the  manner 
'proposed  approximated  a  court  rendering  a 
verdict  without  evidence.  It  was  said  that  to 
vote  for  a  blanket  reduction  in  advance  of 
hearings  and  consideration  of  the  individual 
budget  proposals  was  a  vote  to  cut  without 
knowing  what  is  to  be  cut,  how  much  is  to  be 
cut,  or  where  the  cut  is  to  be  made. 

It  was  said  that  no  legislative  budget, 
logically  premised,  could  precede  a  detailed 
study  of  the  estimate. 

The  majority  report  accompanying  the  first 
concurrent  resolution  submitted  to  the  House 
in  February,  1947,  suggesting  the  goal  of  a 
$6  billion  cutback,  had  this  acknowledgment: 

“Of  course,  if  the  accompanying  resolution 
be  adopted  there  is  no  commitment  as  to  any 
reduction  in  specific  items  contained  in  the 
budget.  The  resolution  expresses  an  overall 
objective  and  its  realization  depends  entirely 
upon  the  final  action  of  the  Congress  upon 
budget  estimates,  individually  and  collec¬ 
tively.” 

THE  1946  PLAN  AND  TITLE  IV - SIMILARITIES 

AND  DISSIMILARITIES 

There  are  a  number  of  basic  differences 
between  the  1946  plan  and  title  IV.  There 
are  also  some  similarities. 

Of  course,  title  IV  does  not  deal  with  the 
revenue  side.  The  1946  plan  did.  But  Con¬ 
gress  knows  what  the  revenue  estimates  of 
the  Executive  Branch  are — although  it 
should  be  noted  that  an  up-dating  of  the 
January  figures  are  needed;  the  April  15 
budget  review  of  President  Nixon  dealt  only 
with  appropriations  and  spending,  not  with 
revenues.  The  budget  surplus  of  $5.8  billion 
projected  by  President  Nixon  is  subject  to 
revision  on  that  account. 

Perhaps  the  most  basic  difference  between 
title  IV  and  the  spending  ceiling  in  the 
legislative  budget  resolutions  of  1947  and 
1948  is  that  title  IV  would  legislate  a  rigid 
ceiling  into  law,  whereas  the  earlier  resolu¬ 
tions  merely  sought  to  set  a  goal  against 


which  Congress  would  work  in  its  actions  on 
the  various  spending  bills. 

The  earlier  “ceiling”  was  not  really  a  ceiling 
because  it  was  not  enacted  as  a  law  and  was 
not  binding  on  either  Congress  or  the  Exec¬ 
utive.  Title  IV  would  set  a  binding  statutory 
ceiling.  The  ceiling  figure,  insofar  as  con¬ 
gressional  decision  is  concerned,  is  a  begin¬ 
ning,  not  an  ending  figure.  But  whatever 
figure  Congress  would  wind  up  setting,  that 
would  become  a  maximum  on  the  Executive 
Branch,  changeable  only  by  subsequent  ac¬ 
tion  of  Congress.  That  was  not  the  case  in 
the  1947  and  1948  efforts. 

U'nlike  the  earlier  efforts  which  sought  to 
declare  at  the  beginning  that  the  spending 
budget  “should”  be  cut  by  not  less  than  a 
pre-determined,  arbitrary  amount  but 
which  was  cast  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  en¬ 
sure  it,  title  IV  would  not  impose  any  reduc¬ 
tion  in  advance — either  as  a  “goal”  for  Con¬ 
gress  or  as  a  “ceiling”  that  would  leave  to  the 
Executive  the  allocation  of  an  arbitrary  cut 
to  specific  agencies  and  programs. 

Unlike  King  Canute  who  commanded  the 
tide  not  to  come  in  but  was  powerless  to 
ensure  it,  title  IV,  unlike  the  earlier  efforts 
“commands”  that  expenditures  shall  not 
exceed  a  certain  sum  and  carries  the  mecha¬ 
nism  to  ensure  the  result.  Of  course,  Con¬ 
gress  can  change  tomorrow  what  it  decides 
today,  but  that  power,  as  to  expenditures, 
is  reserved  to  Congress  by  title  IV. 

Unlike  the  earlier  effort,  nothing  in  title 
IV  calls  on  Congress  to  vote  for  a  reduction — 
either  as  a  ‘‘goal”  or  a  “ceiling” — below  the 
President’s  announced  spending  budget  in 
advance  of  individual  item  consideration. 
The  mechanism  is  there  to  adjust  the  initial 
ceiling  figure — up  or  down — to  comport  with 
what  Congress  decides  on  each  spending  bill 
and  proposition. 

Not  unlike  what  the  majority  report- 
quoted  above — said  about  final  results  under 
the  1947  resolution  “goal”,  what  happens  un¬ 
der  title  rv  (which  adopts  the  budget  figure 
as  a  starting  point) — .  .  .  “depends  entirely 
upon  the  final  action  of  the  Congress  upon 
budget  estimates,  individually  and  collec¬ 
tively”. 

Like  the  words  used  in  both  the  1947  and 
1948  resolutions,  title  IV  is  “based  upon 
presently  available  information”.  The  legis¬ 
lative  budget  effort  was  based  on  the  initial 
budget.  Title  IV  is  also  based  on  the  initial 
projection  of  the  new  administration. 

Like  the  earlier  efforts,  title  IV  encom¬ 
passes  expenditures  from  unexpended  carry¬ 
over  balances  of  previous  appropriations  as 
well  as  expenditures  from  appropriations  to 
be  newly  enacted  in  this  session  for  fiscal 
1970. 

And  unlike  the  noble  but  ineffective  and 
impractical  plan  of  1946,  title  IV  is  a  proposal 
logically  based  and  practical  of  operation. 
If  adopted  and  adhered  to,  it  will  not  only 
focus  on  the  total  of  government  expendi¬ 
tures,  but  will  keep  the  hands  of  Congress  on 
the  total.  And  the  potential  for  retrenchment 
in  expenditures  is  considerable. 

CONTRIBUTIONS  OF  MILITARY  PROGRAMS  AND 
LEADERS 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  return 
to  a  matter  I  mentioned  earlier,  which  is 
the  business  of  military  spending. 

As  I  said  in  the  colloquy  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Riv¬ 
ers),  I  believe  in  military  strength.  I 
believe  we  can  negotiate  with  the  Soviet 
Union  better  if  we  have  military  strength. 
I  believe  our  main  opponent  in  the  world 
is  not  Korea  or  North  Vietnam  but  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Red  China.  I  think  we 
have  to  keep  ourselves  militarily  strong. 
I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  permit  those 
to  succeed  who  are  trying  to  destroy  the 
image  of  our  civilian  and  uniformed  mili¬ 
tary  personnel.  It  Is  true  our  military 
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establishments  have  prevented  world  war 
III,  which  was  and  Is  the  great  cata¬ 
strophic  threat  that  has  confronted  us 
since  World  War  II.  Our  military  have 
won  their  wars  insofar  as  they  were  able 
to  do  so  under  all  of  the  facts  and  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  pertained. 

They  have  reflected  great  credit  upon 
this  country  and  they  have  also  shown 
some  considerable  managerial  ability. 

It  was  Admiral  Raborn  who  headed 
up  the  Polaris  program.  In  this  Polaris 
program  he  demonstrated  leadership 
that  was  incomparable. 

^It  was  Adminral  Rickover  who  headed 
up  the  development  of  the  atomic  sub¬ 
marine  program.  He  has  performed  a 
magnificent  job  in  that  field. 

It  was  Gen.  Ben  Schriever  who  headed 
up  the  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
program  of  the  Air  Force. 

Many  good  jobs  have  been  done.  There 
are  countless  examples  of  success  by  our 
military  and  civilian  leaders.  We  cannot 
look  only  at  shortcomings.  We  must  look 
at  the  successes  also,  and  we  have  rea¬ 
son  to  be  proud. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  taken  more  time 
than  I  had  anticipated  but  I  believe  it 
has  given  the  members  of  the  committee 
an  opportunity  to  propound  certain 
questions  about  programs  in  which  they 
are  interested. 

UNEXPENDED  CARRYOVER  BALANCES 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield.  - 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee. 

(Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  I  alluded 
earlier  to  unexpended  carryover  bal¬ 
ances.  The  report  reflects  $226  billion. 
I  will  ask  if  it  is  not  correct  that  this 
$226  billion  unexpended  carryover  bal¬ 
ance,  if  added  to  the  Nixon  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  new  spending  authority  of  $205 
billion,  would  not  make  a  total  of  $431 
billion  available  for  expenditure  if  the 
Nixon  budget  were  approved  as  sub¬ 
mitted? 

Mr.  MAHON.  This  is  right.  This  $431 
bilion  would  be,  technically,  available 
for  expenditure  in  1970.  If  we  adopted 
the  appropriation  or  obligational  budget 
proposed  by  the  President,  there  would 
be  about  $431  billion  available  in  fiscal 
1970.  But  this  requires  a  lot  of  under¬ 
standing  and  analysis  before  it  is  intel¬ 
ligible  to  the  average  citizen.  It  is  a  very 
complex  matter. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  it  is  a  very 
flexible  budget  and  it  is  not  really  put¬ 
ting  a  crimp  on  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
the  $192.9  billion  spending  figure  is  the 
full  amount  projected  by  the  Nixon 
budget  review. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

(Mr.  BOW  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Jonas)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  11400 
is  the  usual  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  which  we  have  each  spring  for  those 
items  not  provided  for  in  our  regular 
appropriations  bills  approved  during  the 
preceding  calendar  year. 
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Overall,  I  think  this  is  a  good  bill. 
The  committee  considered  appropriation 
requests  totaling  $4.3  billion,  and  ap¬ 
proved  appropriations  of  $3.8  billion,  thus 
we  cut  almost  $600  million  below  the  re¬ 
quested  amount.  Moreover,  the  $4.3  bil¬ 
lion  request  was  reduced  some  $250  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  Nixon  administration  under 
the  amounts  requested  in  the  Johnson 
budget  before  we  considered  the  request. 

While  I  shall  not  repeat  the  detail  pre¬ 
sented  by  our  distinguished  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  , 
I  do  want  to  point  out  that  of  the  $3.8 
billion  provided  $1.2  billion  is  for  military 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia;  $1.2  billion 
is  for  pay  increases  resulting  from  the 
Pay  Act  of  last  year;  and  the  balance 
of  $1.4  billion  is  for  a  variety  of  programs 
throughout  the  Government  service. 

Significant  among  the  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  are  the  funds  requested  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  fight  crime  throughout 
the  United  States.  This  effort  to  cope 
with  organized  crime  should  be  welcomed 
by  all  law-abiding  citizens.  It  is  my  hope 
that  substantial  inroads  can  be  made 
by  the  Department  of  Justice  and  other 
investigatory  and  regulatoiT  agencies  in 
coping  with  the  criminal  problems  which 
face  us. 

Although  each  of  the  individual  chap¬ 
ters  in  the  bill  will  be  handled  by  the 
respective  ranking  Republican  Members, 
I  do  want  to  point  out  that  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  spending  limitation  in  fiscal 
1970  which  will  restrict  budget  expendi¬ 
tures  to  $192.9  billion.  This  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  figure  is  some  $4  billion  below  the 
adjusted  amounts  projected  by  the 
Johnson  budget. 

As  we  all  know.  President  Nixon  had 
the  departments  and  agencies  conduct 
an  extensive  review  of  their  financial 
needs  earlier  this  year,  and  the  President 
was  able  to  reduce  projected  expendi¬ 
tures  by  the  aforementioned  $4  billion. 
As  all  members  of  the  Committee  know, 
for  more  than  3Vz  years  I  have  offered 
the  so-called  Bow  expenditure  limitation 
amendment  on  most  appropriation  bills, 
and  while  it  was  adopted  on  a  number 
of  occasions  by  the  House,  in  some  in¬ 
stances  unanimously,  it  was  never  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  on  an  individual 
appropiration  bill.  However,  last  year 
such  limitation  was  included  in  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968  and  it  has  had  the  effect  of  reduc¬ 
ing  projected  Federal  spending  in  the 
current  fiscal  year  by  some  $6  billion. 

The  provision  before  us  which  would 
limit  budget  expenditures  in  fiscal  1970 
to  $192.9  billion  is  much  more  rigid  than 
was  the  expenditure  limitation  of  last 
year  because  a  number  of  budget  ex¬ 
penditure  items  were  exempted  from  the 
provisions  of  the  limitation  last  year. 
Expenditures  in  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  the  war  in  Vietnam,  expenditures  for 
interest  on  the  public  debt,  those  for 
veterans  benefits  and  compensation,  and 
so  forth,  were  excluded  from  the  limit 
and  their  exemption  had  the  effect  of 
increasing  spending  for  exempted  pro¬ 
grams  and  in  the  so-called  uncontrol¬ 
lable  areas  by  approximately  $6  billion 
above  original  estimates. 

For  example.  Interest  on  the  public 
debt  is  up  $1.1  billion  above  the  original 


estimate  of  a  year  ago  and  farm  price 
support  outlays  have  risen  $1.6  billion 
above  the  original  estimate  of  last  year. 

Of  the  $192.9  billion  of  proposed  spend¬ 
ing  for  fiscal  1970,  some  $106.3  billion 
is  in  the  relatively  imcontrollable  cate¬ 
gory.  That  Includes  $81.1  billion  for  un¬ 
controllable  civilian  programs  and  $25.2 
billion  for  special  Southeast  Asia  support. 
Of  the  $81.1  billion  for  relatively  uncon¬ 
trollable  civilian  programs  $49  billion  is 
for  outlays  in  the  social  security  and 
public  assistance  programs. 

Thus  it  seems  to  me  that  the  admin- 
itration  will  have  serious  difficulty  hold¬ 
ing  expenditures  in  fiscal  1970  at  $192.9 
billion  since  there  are  no  exemptions  for 
the  imcontrollables  such  as  the  war  in 
Vietnam,  interest  on  the  public  debt,  and 
so  forth. 

While  it  is  true  that  expenditures  may 
rise  above  or  fall  below  the  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  ceiling  depending  upon  action  or  in¬ 
action  by  Congress  on  requests  for  appro¬ 
priations,  the  ceiling  is  indeed  rigid  and 
leaves  little  leeway  for  unexpected 
changes  in  budget  outlays. 

As  the  ceiling  is  written  in  the  bill  it 
provides  the  following; 

That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendation  thereon,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or 
inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending, 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

If,  for  example.  Congress  fails  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  postal  rate  increase  in  the 
amount  of  some  $600  million,  budget 
expenditures  will  rise  by  that  amount 
since  postal  receipts  are  treated  as  off¬ 
sets  against  spending.  Similarly,  the 
$192.9  billion  ceiling  will  rise  by  $600  mil¬ 
lion  since  the  postal  rate  proposal  is  ac¬ 
counted  for  in  the  expenditure  total. 
But,  it  also  follows  that  where  other  un¬ 
controllable  expenditures  exceed  current 
budget  estimates,  then  expenditures  for 
controllable  programs  would  have  to  be 
cut  below  current  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  good 
bill  in  terms  of  the  reductions  which  we 
have  made  in  obligational  authority,  and 
I  urge  favorable  action  by  the  House  on 
it.  I  am  somewhat  distressed,  however, 
by  the  rigid  ceiling  on  spending  since 
history  clearly  shows  a  Wide  variation 
between  actual  expenditures  and  those 
projected  in  a  budget  document  some  18 
months  before  the  close  of  a  given  fis¬ 
cal  year. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
just  listened  to  50  minutes  of  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  as  interesting  a  discussion  of 
budget  problems  that  I  have  ever  heard  in 
this  Chamber.  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
has  handled  this  subject  in  a  masterful 
way  and  in  my  opinion  has  covered  it  ade¬ 
quately.  Actually,  I  see  no  real  reason  why 
I  should  extend  the  discussion,  because  I 
doubt  if  I  can  add  anything  that  he  has 
not  already  covered. 
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However,  there  are  a  few  points  that  I 
would  like  to  make  primarily  by  way  of 
emphasizing  what  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  said.  Actually,  this  bill  con¬ 
tains  four  separate  titles.  They  will  be 
discussed,  undoubtedly,  by  the  chairmen 
of  the  various  subcommittees  that  han¬ 
dle  those  topics  and  by  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  members  who  work  with  them. 

In  summary,  it  can  be  said  that  in  this 
supplemental  bill  the  committee  con¬ 
sidered  budget  requests  amounting  to 
$4,364  billion,  reduced  that  total  re¬ 
quest  by  $580,794,190,  and  recommend 
to  the  House  a  bill  providing  for  $3,- 
783,212,766,  a  reduction  of  13  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  unusual  to 
hear  remarks  to  the  effect  that  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
marched  up  the  hill  last  year  and  cut 
the  budget  by  $14  billion  and  now  it  is 
marching  down  the  same  hill  and  re¬ 
storing  nearly  $4  billion  of  that  cut. 
But,  as  the  chairman  has  pointed  out, 
only  about  1  percent  of  the  funds  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  amount  to  restora¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  were  eliminated  in 
the  regular  bills  last  year. 

The  remaining  part  of  the  bill  covers 
mandatory  increases  that  have  been 
made  necessary  because  of  action  taken 
by' the  Congress  subsequent  to  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  appropriation  bills  last 
year. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  the  title 
of  the  bill  which  covers  independent  of¬ 
fices,  and  with  particular  reference  to 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  because  that  subject  was 
raised  in  the  colloquy  between  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  and  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

It  is  customary  to  read  in  the  press 
that  Congress  has  been  very  remiss  in 
looking  after  the  problems  of  the  cities; 
that  we  have  neglected  them  and  that  we 
have  spent  a  lot  of  money  on  farm  pro¬ 
grams  and  allowed  the  cities  to  grow  up 
in  slums  and  what-not.  I  believe  at  times 
such  as  these  that  it  is  appropriate  to 
remind  those  who  read  the  Record,  and 
who  report  on  these  deliberations — ^be¬ 
cause  it  is  not  necessary  to  remind  the 
Members  of  the  House,  because  I  am 
sure  they  are  all  familiar  with  the  facts — 
but  to  those  who  are  not  familiar  with 
the  facts,  I  believe  they  need  to  be  re¬ 
minded  occasionally  that  Congress  has 
been  pretty  generous  in  spending  the 
taxpayers’  money  on  urban  problems. 

For  example,  we  have  been  hearing  a 
lot  this  afternoon  about  imexpended  bal¬ 
ances;  and  the  budget  does  reflect  that 
there  will  be  on  hand  at  the  end  of 
1969  $226  billion  in  unexpended  funds. 
But  I  do  not  believe  it  has  been  men¬ 
tioned — and  this  is  the  most  significant 
part  of  that  figure — that  $139,238,000,000 
of  that  total  is  not  even  obligated.  The 
total  of  $226  billion  includes  unspent  and 
unobligated  funds,  but  there  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $140  billion  in  the  hands  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  in 
previously  appropriated  fimds  which  have 
not  even  been  obligated,  or  will  not  be 
obligated  at  the  end  of  fiscal  1969. 

The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  has  on  hand — or  will  have 
at  the  end  of  this  year — $20  billion  of 
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previously  appropriated  money  which 
has  not  been  spent.  Some  of  it  has  been 
obligated,  but  it  will  have  $13.5  billion 
of  unobligated  funds  at  the  end  of  this 
year. 

We  have  appropriated  to  that  Depart¬ 
ment  nearly  $1  billion  since  1967 — $948 
million,  to  be  exact,  for  the  new  model 
cities  program,  and  very  little  of  it  has 
been  spent.  They  annoimced  nine  grants 
a  few  months  ago,  and  over  the  last  week¬ 
end  three  more  were  annoxmced. 

I  do  not  know  what  causes  the  delay. 
I  know  it  took  the  previous  Secretary  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  7 
months  after  he  had  aU  of  the  plans  in 
to  even  select  the  first  group  of  cities. 

So  I  do  not  believe  Congress  can  be 
justly  charged  with  any  lack  of  a  sense 
of  urgency  about  these  problems.  I  be¬ 
lieve  much  of  the  delay  can  be  attributed 
to  paper  shuifling,  foot  dragging  and 
bureaucracy  in  the  department. 

Let  me  tell  you  in  brief  capsule  form 
some  of  the  programs  Congress  has 
funded  for  the  aid  of  cities. 

Urban  renewal  is  one  of  the  important 
ones.  Do  you  know  that  through  1969 
the  Congress  has  provided  HUD  and  its 
predecessor  with  $4.6  billion  for  urban 
renewal?  Through  1969  the  Congress 
has  provided  nearly  $3  billion  public 
housing  subsidies?  Let  me  show  you  how 
the  cost  of  the  subsidy  for  public  housing 
is  increasing  as  the  years  go  by. 

The  total  was  $208  million  in  1965. 

It  went  up  to  $241  million  in  1966. 

It  went  to  $261  million  in  1967; 

Then  to  $295  million  in  1968. 

It  went  to  $350  million,  plus  a  $16  mil¬ 
lion  supplemental  or  to  $366  million  in 
1969. 

The  1970  budget  calls  for  $473  million. 

New  public  housing  starts  are  sched¬ 
uled  at  130,000  in  1970. 

We  have  the  rent  supplement  program. 

We  have  the  homeownership  program, 
and  we  have  the  rental  subsidy  program. 

We  have  the  housing  for  the  elderly 
and  the  rehabilitation  program. 

We  have  the  below-market  interest 
program  and  we  have  the  community 
facilities  program;  the  open-space  land 
programs. 

You  name  them — there  are  about  70 
different  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  be¬ 
ing  funded  by  the  Congress  from  fimds 
extracted  from  all  of  the  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States — 70  different  programs 
operated  by  one  Department  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  various  aid  to  the  cities. 

Yet  we  are  accused  of  doing  nothing. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we 
are  spending  about  $30  billion  a  year  on 
urban  problems. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  colloquy  with  the 
chairman  earlier,  I  responded  to  the 
question  as  to  what  brandnew  programs 
we  are  funding  in  this  supplemental  and 
what  they  will  cost — and  I  refer  now  to 
the  programs  under  section  235,  that  is 
the  homeownership  program,  a  program 
under  which  the  Government  will  sub¬ 
sidize  the  interest  for  a  homeowner  who 
wishes  to  buy  a  house  and  cannot  pay 
the  interest  charges. 


The  subsidy  will  amount  to  the  In¬ 
terest  which  exceeds  1  percent.  So  if  the 
current  interest  rate  is  7*4  percent,  tiie 
Government  will  subsidize  it  at  no  more 
than  614  percent. 

We  put  in  the  regular  bill  last  year 
$25  million  in  contract  authority  for  that 
program,  and  we  are  including  in  the 
supplemental  an  additional  $40  million 
in  contract  authority.  That  is  $65  mil¬ 
lion  that  is  being  voted  this  fiscal  year 
for  this  new  program  which  is  just  get¬ 
ting  under  way.  That  contract  author¬ 
ity  simply  means  that  we  give  the  de¬ 
partment  authority  to  commit  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  spend  $65  million  a  year  on 
homeownership  interest  subsidies  for  40 
years — or  $2.6  billion. 

There  is  a  companion  program  under 
section  236,  known  as  the  rental  hous¬ 
ing  assistance  program,  which  carried 
the  same  figure  of  $25  million  in  the 
regular  bill  and  another  $40  million  in 
this  supplemental.  So  under  these  two 
sections,  these  two  new  programs,  in 
addition  to  public  housing  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  urban  area  and  in  addition  to 
community  facilities  and  in  addition  to 
all  of  these  other  programs — here  are 
two  additional  programs  that  are  going 
to  cost — even  if  we  do  not  ever  give  them 
another  dime  in  future  years — that  are 
going  to  cost  the  taxpayers  $5.2  billion. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  pursu¬ 
ing  a  very  interesting  aspect  of  Federal 
spending.  I  hope  that  he  will  place  in 
the  Record  in  connection  with  his  re¬ 
marks,  if  the  figures  have  been  as¬ 
sembled — and  I  know  the  gentleman’s 
subcommittee  has  asked  for  them — the 
continuing  costs  that  are  mandated  by 
previous  actions  on  all  these  various 
housing-type  programs,  rent  supple¬ 
ments,  and  so  forth. 

The  reason  I  make  this  request  is  that 
there  are  those  who  feel  that  Congress 
is  losing  control  of  the  purse.  I  think  we 
are  not  losing  control  of  the  purse  at  all. 
When  we  appropriate  money,  we  expect 
It  to  be  spent  for  the  programs  which  we 
have  endorsed.  In  the  past  we  have  not 
tried  to  fix  a  rate  of  expenditure  of  the 
funds  which  we  have  provided  for  vari¬ 
ous  programs  except  to  a  limited  degree, 
which  we  discussed  earlier.  But  if  you 
approve  a  series  of  long-term  programs 
and  you  grant  the  first  down  payment  on 
a  40 -year  program,  then  for  40  years 
the  Government  is  committed  to  that 
particular  expenditure,  because  it  is  fixed 
by  an  action  of  the  Congress.  It  is  done 
by  Congress.  It  is  not  a  loss  of  control 
by  Congress  in  the  beginning,  but  we 
lock  just  that  much  more  into  the  fixed 
and  subsequently  uncontrollable  area  of 
expenditure. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  gentleman’s 
views  on  that  matter. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  certainly  agree  with 
the  chairman,  and  I  believe  he  would 
agree  with  me  that  we  ought  to  begin 
giving  closer  scrutiny  to  requests  for 
contract  authority.  That  is  where  the 
process  begins.  We  cannot  keep  up  with 
what  is  going  on  unless,  as  we  grant 
contract  authority,  we  know  how  long 
that  authority  is  to  extend  and  the  total 


amount  that  will  be  Involved,  because 
when  we  grant  contract  authority,  what 
we  do  is  to  pile  up  mandatory  appropria¬ 
tions  over  the  period  of  the  contract. 
Some  of  those  contracts  go  for  35  years, 
most  of  them  for  40  years.  What  we  are 
doing  here,  in  fxmding  Sections  235  and 
236,  is  a  clear  example  of  the  mistake  we 
make  when  we  talk  about  appropriating 
$80  million  when  the  cost  of  the  program 
is  $3.2  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Between  the  statements 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina,  we  are  al¬ 
most  drowned  in  figures  concerning  this 
bill,  and  it  is  proper  that  the  chairman 
and  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  give  us  the  figures  contained  in  this 
bill.  But  let  me  see  if  I  can  get  a  small¬ 
sized  handle  on  this  big  spending  pro¬ 
posal  in  this  way:  This  bill  provides  for 
a  ceiling  of  $192,900,000,000,  is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  JONAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  are  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  expenditures  for  this  fiscal  year? 
In  other  words,  this  bill  would  fix  a  ceil¬ 
ing  of  $192.9  billion  for  fiscal  1970.  Wliat 
will  be  the  amount  spent  in  this  fiscal 
year  which  ends  on  June  30? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  our  committee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  expenditure  for  this 
year  will  be  about  $185  billion.  So,  under 
the  administration’s  expenditure  pro¬ 
jection,  expenditures  would  go  up  by  $8 
billion,  1970  over  1969,  and  appropria¬ 
tions  would  go  up  by  about  $10  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  refers  to 
the  $192.9  billion.  Does  that  include  the 
expenditures  that  he  is  giving  the  House 
now  for  the  present  fiscal  year?  Does 
that  include  the  $3.8  billion  in  this  sup¬ 
plemental? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes;  the  $3.8  billion  is  all 
within  these  figures. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  definitely  include 
the  $3.8  billion  in  this  supplemental? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  made  that 
point,  because  I  did  not  want  to  forget 
to  remind  the  committee  that  if  we  adopt 
the  recommendations  of  our  cornmittee 
with  respect  to  the  spending  limitation, 
that  will  not  be  the  end.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  work  hard  on  every  single 
appropriation  bill  to  make  reductions, 
because  otherwise  any  reductions  that 
are  made  will  have  to  be  made  by  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
There  are  Members  of  this  body  who 
do  not  want  to  give  him  the  discretion 
or  authority  to  decide  where  cuts  shall 
be  made.  So  we  reserve  the  right,  if  we 
do  our  duty  and  live  up  to  our  respon¬ 
sibility  and  do  not  abdicate  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  the  authority  to  make  these  cuts, 
to  make  the  cuts  in  subsequent  appro¬ 
priation  bills  for  fiscal  year  1970  as  they 
come  before  the  House  for  adoption. 

We  cannot  just  adopt  this  spending 
limitation  and  then  sit  back  and  rub- 
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berstamp  all  the  appropiiation  bills,  and 
we  do  not  intend  to  do  it,  but  we  have 
to  have  some  support  on  this  floor. 

I  have  already  heard  nunors  that  ef¬ 
forts  are  going  to  be  made  to  increase 
the  Nixon  budget.  While  the  majority 
leader  in  the  other  body  is  making  state¬ 
ments  that  spending  should  be  reduced 
$10  billion  below  the  Nixon  budget.  And, 
there  are  people  on  this  side  of  the  Capi¬ 
tol  who  are  saying  already  that  the 
spending  cuts  are  too  deep.  I  think  it  is 
true,  as  it  has  been  in  all  but  3  of  the 
last  14  years,  that  spending  has  been 
underestimated  by  whoever  was  in  the 
■White  House,  and  I  think  spending  this 
year  in  the  1970  budget  is  under¬ 
estimated.  I  am  sure  it  is  underestimated 
in  the  interest  on  the  national  debt  and 
in  some  other  areas  also. 

I  agree  with  the  Chairman  that  this  is 
not  going  to  be  any  sweet  pill  for  the 
administration  to  swallow.  It  is  some¬ 
thing  that  the  administration  would  like 
to  avoid,  I  am  sure.  I  certainly  would  not 
want  to  have  to  live  under  this  limitation 
If  I  were  the  Executive  or  if  I  were  his 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but 
they  understand  full  well  that  they  have 
the  responsibility  of  trying  their  dead- 
level  best  to  live  up  to  these  spending 
limitations,  and  they  are  going  to  have 
to  live  up  to  them  unless  Congress 
should  unwisely  I  think  exceed  the  bud¬ 
get  requests  on  some  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  ■will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  3deld  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  do  so  merely 
to  make  the  point  that  I  agree  again  with 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon) 
and  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jonas)  that  we  camiot  emphasize 
too  strongly  the  necessity  for  watching 
the  authorization  bills  as  they  come  in. 

In  that  regard,  I  am  not  aware  of  a 
single  authorization  bill  that  has  been 
approved  so  far  in  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  has  not  carried  an  increase  in 
spending.  Is  the  gentleman  aware  of  an 
authorization  bill  that  has  not  been  in¬ 
creased? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  aware  of  the  fact 
that  one  adopted  on  the  floor  of  this 
Hoxise  a  few  days  ago  was  substantially 
above  the  budget. 

Mr.  GR(3SS.  I  do  not  know  of  a  single 
one  that  has  not  provided  for  an  in¬ 
creased  outlay  of  money. 

Mr.  JONAS.  The  gentleman  from  Iowa 
is  correct.  That  is  the  first  place  to  start. 
The  second  place  to  start  is  within  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  I  think 
we  are^going  to  bring  some  substantial 
cuts  here  for  the  consideration  of  the 
House,  and  we  are  going  to  ask  for  the 
Members’  cooperation  as  we  undertake  to 
make  some  substantial  reductions  this 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Lipscomb). 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
need  for  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year 
1969  has  been  recognized  as  needed  and 
required  for  many  months. 

Committee  on  Appropriations  in 
their  report  dated  July  19,  1968,  No. 


1735  on  the  Department  of  Defense  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969,  dis¬ 
cussed  the  budgetary  effect  of  the  war  in 
"Vietnam  and  the  possibility  of  added 
funds.  The  report  stated: 

It  is  probable  that  the  funds  provided  ■will 
not  be  entirely  adequate  through  the  end  of 
•the  current  fiscal  year  and  that  a  supple¬ 
mental  request  will  be  made  In  the  next  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress.  This  has  been  ■the  case  In 
the  past  several  years. 

The  committee  in  their  report  also  in¬ 
formed  the  House  that  funds  were  not 
included  for  military  or  civilian  pay  in¬ 
creases  which  became  effective  July  1, 

1968.  The  committee  report  when  dis¬ 
cussing  other  fiscal  considerations  stated: 

In  accordance  with  longstanding  custom, 
this  bUl  does  not  Include  funds  for  the  mili¬ 
tary  and  cl^vlllan  pay  Increase  for  fiscal  year 

1969,  which  became  effective  this  month. 
There  will  be.  as  has  been  the  case  in  the 
pact,  a  supplemental  estimate  presented  to 
the  next  session  of  Congress  covering  such 
costs  government-wide. 

On  September  11,  1968,  when  the  fiscal 
year  1969  bill  was  before  the  House  of 
Representatives,  I  remarked  on  the  need 
for  added  appropriations  as  follows: 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  ■will  require  additional  fiscal 
year  1969  funds  in  order  to  meet  present  re¬ 
quirements,  particularly  in  Southeast  Asia.  A 
supplemental  request  will  be  required.  This 
has  been  the  case  in  the  past  several  years. 
Known  increases  already  Indicate  consump¬ 
tion  of  certain  spyeclfic  ammunition  items 
has  greatly  Increased.  Force  deployments  al¬ 
ready  approved  are  in  excess  of  those  upon 
which  the  budget  was  based.  If  the  war  con¬ 
tinues  at  the  present  rate  of  expenditure  of 
material,  other  costs  will  rise.  The  military 
and  civilian  pay  increases  which  went  into 
effect  July  1,  1968,  are  not  Included  in  the 
budget  now  before  the  House. 

The  additional  new  obligational  au¬ 
thority  recommended  in  this  second  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  H.R.  11400,  now  before  the 
House,  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  In 
titles  I,  II,  and  IH  is  a  net  total  of 
$2,312,068,000. 

These  additional  funds  are  required  to 
support  United  States  and  our  allies  mili¬ 
tary  operations  in  Southeast  Asia.  Funds 
are  included  for  the  pay  of  military  per¬ 
sonnel,  for  operation  and  maintenance, 
and  for  procurement  of  items  to  replace 
combat  losses.  The  total  request  also  in¬ 
cludes  funds  for  military  and  civilian  pay 
increases  already  implemented  under 
pro^visions  of  previously  enacted  laws  and 
mandatory  increases  in  military  retired 
pay. 

The  supplemental  budget  estimates  for 
fiscal  year  1969  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  as  proposed  and  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  by  President  Johnson,  Jan¬ 
uary  17,  1969  totaled  $3,011,900,000.  A 
reassessment  by  President  Nixon’s  ad¬ 
ministration  was  completed  in  April  and 
the  revised  estimate  to  Congress  totaled 
$2,871,200,000  a  reduction  of  $140,700,- 
000.  The  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  the  Department  of  Defense  after  de¬ 
voting  considerable  time  to  analyzing 
the  request,  recommended  a  further  re¬ 
duction  of  $559,132,000.  The  $2,312,068,- 
000  total  recommended  in  this  bill  rep¬ 
resents  a  total  decrease  of  $699,832,000 
below  the  January  17,  1969  estimate. 

For  title  I  the  revised  estimates  for 
military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia 
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totaled  $1,496,900,000.  The  committee 
reduced  this  amount  by  $262,900,000  and 
recommends  appropriations  totaling 
$1,234,000,000. 

In  title  n  the  committee  recommends 
appropriations  totaling  $226,050,000,  a 
reduction  of  $23,632,000  below  the  revised 
request  of  $249,682,000.  The  largest  part 
of  the  fimds  requested  in  this  title,  $175,- 
000,000,  is  for  “Retired  pay,  military.’’ 
The  requirement  for  additional  funds 
results  from  increased  benefits  paid  in 
accordance  with  cost  of  living  allow¬ 
ances  previously  authorized  by  law. 

The  balance  of  the  appropriations  in 
title  II  is  fimding  for  increased  per  diem 
costs  for  reservists  in  travel  status  based 
on  a  new  law,  Public  Law  90-168,  prem¬ 
ium  pay  and  employee  benefits  for  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  technicians,  depot  overhaul 
of  Guard  equipment  and  aircraft,  and 
fimds  for  training  and  other  operational 
costs. 

Under  title  IH  there  is  recommended 
$852,018,000  for  military  and  civilian  pay 
increases.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $272,- 
600,000  below  the  revised  request.  ’The 
subcommittee  reduced  all  requests  for 
funds  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  as  the 
requests  were  estimated  on  the  total  an¬ 
nual  requirements  which  were  based  on 
first  quarter  obligations.  Many  of  the 
estimates  have  been  proven  to  be  over¬ 
stated  at  this  point  in  time. 

The  gross  amount  recommended  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  this  bill 
for  military  and  ci^vdllan  pay  increases 
under  titles  I  and  H  is  $903,768,000.  Of 
this  amount  $678,950,000  is  for  military 
pay  and  $224,818,000  is  for  civilian  pay. 
The  additional  pay  costs  and  added 
fimds  stem  from  the  second  phase  com¬ 
parability  pay  adjustments  effective  last 
July  1.  "These  increases  were  authorized 
in  Public  Law  90-206,  the  Federal  Salary 
Act  of  1967,  and  Public  Law  90-207,  in¬ 
creasing  the  basic  pay  for  members  of 
the  uniformed  services. 

The  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
the  Department  of  Defense  spent  con¬ 
siderable  time  In  analyzing  the  request 
for  the  funds  requested  to  be  assured 
that  only  those  additional  funds  actually 
required  were  recommended.  "We  feel 
that  the  funds  which  are  included  in  this 
bill  are  needed  and  the  appropriation 
should  be  approved. 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 

President  Johnson’s  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1969  submitted  In  January,  1968, 
proposed  defense  expenditures  for  sup¬ 
port  of  'Vietnam  operations  in  the 
amount  of  $25.8  billion.  It  was  kno^wn 
during  1968  that  figure  was  a  low  esti¬ 
mate. 

The  present  estimate  for  military  oper¬ 
ations  in  Vietnam  for  fiscal  year  1969 
is  $28.8  billion  in  expenditm-es.  This 
amount  includes  the  estimates  submit¬ 
ted  in  connection  with  the  pending  bill. 

In  January  of  this  year  the  supple¬ 
mental  requirement  for  fiscal  year  1969 
in  support  of  military  operations  in 
Vietnam  was  estimated  at  $1,632  billion. 
.The  reassessment  which  the  new  admin¬ 
istration  completed  in  April  confirmed 
the  validity  of  the  requirement  but  re¬ 
duced  the  funds  requested  to  $1,497 
billion. 

The  committee,  in  the  bill  before  us, 
recommends  $1,234  billion  in  funds  for 
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military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia 
which  provides: 

Millions 


For  additional  personnel  pay  costs _ $239. 5 

For  operational  support  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  equipment _  864.  4 

For  procurement  of  ammunition 

and  ground  force  equipment _  640. 1 


Total  _  1,234.0 


These  additional  requirements  result 
directly  from  factors  and  events  not 
contemplated  when  the  fiscal  year  1969 
budget  was  prepared. 

First,  in  January  1968  the  Communist 
Tet  offensive  required  the  deployment  of 
additional  forces  to  Vietnam  and  re¬ 
quired  increased  support  operations, 
additional  equipment,  ammunition,  and 
other  consumables.  Losses  sustained  were 
great  and  material  had  to  be  repaired  or 
replaced. 

Second,  the  seizure  of  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo 
and  other  aggressive  actions  by  the  North 
Koreans  resulted  in  the  callup  of  Reserve 
Forces  to  meet  the  possible  military 
threat,  deployment  of  additional  air  and 
sea  forces  to  the  area,  additional  equip¬ 
ment,  and  other  requirements. 

This  request  now  before  us  does  not 
provide  for  Increases  to  our  current  force 
levels  which  are  somewhat  below  the 
presently  authorized  deployment  of  549,- 
500. 

The  committee  procurement  recom¬ 
mendation  provides  equipment  and  con¬ 
sumables  for  American  and  Allied  ground 
forces  and  also  to  upgrade  our  produc¬ 
tion  base.  More  than  65  percent  of  the 
procurement  funds — $419.5  million — is 
for  ammunition. 

The  operation  and  maintenance  ap¬ 
propriations  require  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  Reserve  callup  and  addi¬ 
tional  deployment,  maintenance  of  ma¬ 
terial,  aircraft  fuel  and  oil  and  increases 
and  modernization  of  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Included  in  this  supplemental  are 
additional  funds  for  the  modernization 
and  upgrading  of  the  South  Vietnamese 
Armed  Forces.  This  is  a  very  significant 
part  of  this  supplemental  bill. 

President  Nixon  on  Wednesday,  May 
14,  said  that  the  strengthening  of  the 
South  Vietnamese  forces  has  been 
speeded  up  and  the  President  said: 

That  time  is  approaching  when  South 
Vietnamese  forces  will  be  able  to  take  over 
some  of  the  fighting  fronts  now  being 
manned  by  Americans. 

The  funds  in  this  bill  will  directly  aid 
the  speed  up  of  the  strengthening  of  the 
South  Vietnamese  forces. 

Significantly  this  bill  as  recommended 
by  the  committee  includes  a  total  of 
$246.4  million  in  funds  which  are  for 
purposes  which  will  enable  the  South 
Vietnamese  to  eventually  defend  them¬ 
selves  and  thus  to  gain  the  opportimity 
to  determine  their  own  future. 

Funds  are  included  to  procure  for  the 
South  Vietnamese  Armed  Forces  ammu¬ 
nition  and  equipment  such  as  armored 
cars,  trucks,  rifles,  commxmications,  and 
electronic  devices.  Also  included  are 
funds  for  South  Vietnamese  training,  as 
well  as  general  supplies,  spare  parts, 
transportation,  and  depot  operations  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  major  end  items  pro¬ 
vided  the  South  Vietnamese. 


We  must  welcome  the  effective  as¬ 
sumption  by  South  Vietnamese  forces  of 
a  lai^er  share  of  combat  operations  for 
certainly  our  overall  national  Interests 
do  dictate  that  we  begin  reductions  of 
U.S.  forces  as  soon  as  is  feasible  and 
that  our  forces  not  remain  in  substan¬ 
tial  number  Indefinitely  if  a  negotiated 
settlement  proves  imattainable. 

It  is  clear  the -administration  requires 
the  additional  defense  fimds  to  meet  our 
commitment  in  Southeast  Asia  and  other 
already  incurred  obligations  as  provided 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  has 
made  every  effort  in  deleting  imessential 
items  and  funds  not  related  to  South¬ 
east  Asia  military  operations  as  well  as 
correcting  estimates  which  were  over¬ 
stated. 

The  funds  recommended  are  necessary 
and  should  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  IlUnois 
(Mr.  Michel)  . 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a 
portion  of  this  bill  to  which  I  would  like 
to  address  myself,  and  it  is  that  having 
to  do  with  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  This  in¬ 
volves  $700  million  of  the  biU,  broken 
down  as  follows:  $35.9  million  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  and  $677  million  for 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

The  first  item  having  to  do  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  a  $20  million 
item  for  unemployment  compensation  for 
Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen. 

The  members  of  the  committee  will 
recall  that  earlier  in  the  year  we  passed 
a  supplemental  in  the  amount  of  $36  mil¬ 
lion.  This  will  be  in  addition  to  that  in 
order  to  rectify  those  faulty  estimates 
that  were  submitted  to  us  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  fiscal  year  1969. 

Then,  too,  there  is  also  an  item  of  $15.9 
million  for  employees’  compensation, 
claims  and  expenses.  Now,  both  of  these 
items  are  mandatory  payments  required 
by  law.  Both  were  set  up  by  the  Nixon 
administration,  because  the  previous 
estimates,  as  I  said,  were  too  low. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  should  be 
borne  in  mind  that  compensation  benefits 
paid  to  surviving  children  are  involved 
in  this  particular  item.  Back  in  1966  when 
we  amended  the  law  we  provided  that 
full-time  students  could  receive  pay¬ 
ments  until  the  age  of  23 ;  whereas,  before 
they  were  cut  off  at  the  age  of  18.  We  were 
told  in  our  testimony  that  these  pay¬ 
ments  to  these  children  average  $110  a 
month  or  $1,320  per  year  per  child.  This 
is  one  of  the  factors  which  goes  into  this 
increase. 

Then,  too,  there  is  an  item  for  the  cost- 
of-living  increase,  and  an  increase  in  the 
maximum  monthly  allowance  from  $525 
to  better  than  three  times  that  amount, 
$1,600.  That  amount  has  led  to  many  of 
our  Federal  employees  choosing  work¬ 
men’s  compensation  instead  of  sick 
leave.  An  injured  employee  has  the 
choice  or  option  to  use  sick  leave  or  re¬ 
ceive  compensation.  Twelve  years  ago 
only  about  37  percent  of  our  injured  em¬ 


ployees  chose  to  use  the  compensation 
route  rather  than  choosing  sick  leave. 
But  today  that  figure  is  practically  re¬ 
versed  to  57  percent  of  the  employees 
using  compensation  rather  than  sick 
leave. 

In  the  area  of  higher  education  the 
first  item  of  interest  is  that  of  interest 
subsidy  grants  in  the  amount  of  $3,- 
920,000.  This  will  initiate  a  new  program 
of  debt  service  grants  authorized  in  the 
higher  education  amendments  that  we 
passed  last  year. 

That  was  Public  Law  90-575,  signed 
into  law  October  16,  1968.  It  re¬ 

places  the  same  amount  of  direct  Federal 
loans  permitting  a  substantial  reduction 
in  Federal  expenditures  for  fiscal  years 
1969  and  1970,  as  we  pointed  out  earlier 
in  our  colloquy  on  the  subject  with  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith)  .  The 
Federal  Government  in  this  program 
pays  the  difference  between  the  3 -percent 
interest  rate  and  the  going  rate — and 
incidentally,  in  the  fiscal  year  1970 
budget  there  is  an  item  for  interest 
subsidy  in  the  amount  of  $10,670,000, 
which  will  provide  for  an  increase  then 
of  $6,750,000  for  fiscal  year  1970.  Obvi¬ 
ously  this  manifests  itself  in  a  greater 
construction  of  facilities  at  our  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning  in  the  years  to 
come. 

Incidentally,  they  told  us  in  our  hear¬ 
ings  that  there  are  applications  on  file 
for  in  excess  of  $200  million  worth  of 
construction.  As  I  said,  this  $3.9  million 
will  give  us  $145  million  of  construction 
this  first  year. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
is  approximately  correct.  We  have  the 
same  problem  in  our  bill  in  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  funding  HUD’s  requests.  It  is  a 
lot  better,  I  believe,  to  provide  assistance 
with  interest  payments  than  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  go  into  the  money 
market  and  compete  with  business  en¬ 
terprises  and  individuals  for  the  available 
credit,  and  thus  put  our  fiscal  house  more 
in  disorder  than  is  already  the  case. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  makes  a  good  point. 
Of  course.  Congress  so  expressed  itself 
when  we  passed  this  law  in  October  of 
1968  providing  for  this. 

I  might  say  tha,t  this  year  we  have 
about  6  million  college  students,  and  the 
projection  is  that  in  1970  we  will  have 
10  million  students  at  our  institutions  of 
higher  learning,  so  the  need  for  the 
construction  of  facilities  is  paramount. 

There  is  also  an  item  in  here  of  $7,241,- 
000.  This  is  for  the  Federal  City  College, 
a  direct  payment,  or  a  one-lump-sum 
payment  to  the  Federal  City  College  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  This  was  the 
amount  authorized  in  Public  Law  90- 
354  as  a  one-time  lump-sum  appropria¬ 
tion  in  lieu  of  a  land  grant  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  City  College  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.  We  were  told  that  this  sum  will 
at  the  moment  be  invested  in  Govern¬ 
ment  bonds  to  realize  a  return  of  some 
$360,000  for  the  Federal  City  College 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  be  used 
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for  salaries  and  other  expenses  of  the 
university. 

I  might  say,  too,  that  over  and  above 
this  the  Federal  City  College  will  also 
receive  a  share  of  the  annual  appro¬ 
priation  for  land-grant  colleges  under 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  and  that  al¬ 
lotment  in  fiscal  year  1970  will  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $168,000,  out  of  a  total  fig¬ 
ure  of  something  like  $12  million  for  the 
entire  country.  So  here  we  are  for  fiscal 
year  1970  giving  the  District  of  Columbia 
a  proportionate  cut  of  the  shares  that 
normally  go  to  the  other  50  States. 

Then  too  under  the  second  Morrill  Act 
the  Federal  City  College  would  come  in 
for  another  share  of  $50,000  out  of  the 
total  allotment  of  $2,600,000  for  the 
country. 

In  the  item  of  the  public  health  service, 
comprehensive  health  planning  and  serv¬ 
ices,  there  is  an  item  of  $128,000  for 
increased  pay  under  Public  Law  90-206 
and  207.  $9,600,000,  the  biggest  item 
here,  is  for  a  program  to  combat  German 
measles,  better  known  as  Rubella,  the 
3-day  type  of  measles.  We  have  now  been 
told  that  an  effective  vaccine  has  been 
developed  and  Is  expected  to  be  licensed 
within  the  very  near  future. 

What  we  are  doing  here  is  actually  a 
forward  funding  so  that  we  will  not  have 
to  wait  to  get  this  program  underway 
imtil  the  normal  appropriation  bill  can 
be  passed  later  in  the  year. 

Incidentally,  to  give  you  some  idea  of 
the  proportions  of  the  problem  here, 
there  is  expected  to  be  another  epedemic 
either  this  year  or  next  year.  If  we  look 
back  to  the  last  Rubella  epedemic  that 
we  had  in  1964,  there  were  some  20,000 
children  born  with  defects.  The  testi¬ 
mony  before  our  committee  states  that 
this  will  cost  us  in  the  end  some  $2.8 
million  in  medical  costs  without  even 
considering  the  rehabilitation  costs  for 
these  poor  children,  the  20,000  or  more 
who  were  born  with  deformities  of  one 
kind  or  another  as  a  result  of  that  Ru¬ 
bella  epedemic  in  1964. 

So  it  is  a  very  worthwhile  project  and 
one  which  should  go  forward  immedi¬ 
ately. 

Then  for  District  of  Columbia  medical 
facilities  there  is  an  item  here  of  some 
$15  million.  This  is  a  portion  of  the 
amount  authorized  under  Public  Law 
90-457  for  grants  and  loans  to  construct 
hospitals  and  other  medical  facilities  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  item  was  included  in  the  1970  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  but  we  moved  it  forward 
here  in  this  supplemental  to  enable  hos¬ 
pitals  in  the  District  of  Columbia  to 
move  ahead  with  their  construction 
which  is  already  underway. 

We  have  been  told  there  are  some  very 
serious  financial  troubles  among  the  vari¬ 
ous  hospitals  here  In  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

This  is  a  very  worthwhile  item. 

The  biggest  item  in  this  supplemental 
consists  of  HEW  and  has  to  do  with 
grants  to  States  for  public  assistance. 
This  is  a  total  of  $651,546,000.  This  fig¬ 
ure  merges  together  three  appropria¬ 
tion  requests — maintenance  payments  to 
States  in  the  amoimt  of  $343,524,000  and 
this  is  $30  million  under  their  request. 
Although  we  were  told  in  the  testimony 
that  this  is  a  legitimate  figure  now  that 


adjustments  have  been  made  in  the 
States  and  that  is  is  a  bona  fide  figure. 

If  you  add  this  supplemental  to  what 
we  have  appropriated  in  the  1969  regu¬ 
lar  bill  of  $3,051,900,000,  you  have  a  total 
amount  of  payments  to  States  for  public 
assistance  for  maintenance  alone  an  ag¬ 
gregate  of  $3,395,424,000. 

The  second  iteni  is  for  medical  assist¬ 
ance  in  this  supplemental  for  $278,022,- 
000. 

If  you  add  that  to  the  original  appro¬ 
priation  in  1969  of  $2,118,300,000— we 
have  a  total  in  this  item  for  the  fiscal 
year  of  1969  of  $2,396,322,000  or  a  grand 
total  in  this  fiscal  year  1969  in  grants  to 
the  States  of  $5,791,746,000.  For  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1970 — and  hold  on  to  your 
hats — ^it  is  going  up  again — the  projec¬ 
tions  are  that  it  will  be  $6,600,000,000. 

The  reasons  they  gave  us  for  the  in¬ 
creased  payments  are — and  these  are  all 
required  by  law — the  deferral  of  the 
AFDC — that  was  pushed  back  as  you 
will  recall;  the  increased  average  pay¬ 
ments:  the  increases  in  the  number  of 
recipients;  the  increased  use  of  inter¬ 
mediate  care  facilities;  then  finally  the 
rising  medical  costs. 

So  this  is  an  astronomical  figure  that 
we  are  talking  about  here  in  these  grants 
to  the  States  for  public  assistance  and 
something  certainly  has  to  be  done  to 
reorient  this  whole  program  or  else  we 
are  going  to  have  to  shoot  the  moon  in 
the  futm-e  to  come  up  with  sufficient 
funds  to  cover  these  programs  that  have 
been  authorized. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Washington  (Mrs.  Han¬ 
sen)  . 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  inquiries  have  been  made 
about  chapter  VT,  the  Interior  and 
related  agencies  section  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  bill,  particularly  in  regard  to  ad¬ 
ditional  funding  for  the  increased  pro¬ 
duction  of  timber. 

There  is  $610,000  provided  in  chap¬ 
ter  VI  to  accelerate  timber  production  in 
the  fiscal  year  1969  on  national  forest 
and  Indian  lands  as  part  of  the  national 
effort  to  increase  the  timber  supply  and 
thus  ameliorate  the  current  shortage 
which  has  contributed  materially  to  the 
increased  price  of  lumber.  Of  that 
amount,  $150,000  is  provided  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  $460,000 
is  for  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  It 
is  estimated  this  will  produce  an  addi¬ 
tional  75  million  board  feet  from  the 
BIA  forests  and  an  additional  270  mil¬ 
lion  board  feet  from  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  lands. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  very  glad  that  the 
gentlewoman  from  Washington  made 
that  explanation,  because  the  timber 
shortage,  I  am  told,  is  quite  acute.  It  is 
very  appropriate  that  we  open  up  these 
lands  for  the  scientific  production  of  tim¬ 
ber.  I  am  very  glad  indeed  that  the 
record  will  show  that  these  steps  are 
being  taken  and  that  additional  tim¬ 
ber  will  be  made  available. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  North 


Carolina.  May  I  add  that  in  the  regu¬ 
lar  hearings  of  the  committee  for  fiscal 
year  1970,  volume  3,  on  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  you  will  find  an  excellent  discus¬ 
sion  between  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and 
the  committee  on  timber  requirements 
and  the  funds  that  need  to  be  spent  in 
the  national  forests.  You  will  also  find 
similar  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  and  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  in  our  1970  hearings. 
The  funding  in  this  supplemental  bill, 
$610,000,  is  just  “a  piece  of  adhesive 
tape”  to  meet  the  total  problem  before 
us.  I  assure  you  the  committee  in  its 
consideration  and  markup  of  the  regular 
1970  bill  intends  to  provide  the  maxi¬ 
mum  funds  possible  for  the  increased 
production  of  timber. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  brief  time  merely  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  the  items  that  are  in 
the  supplemental  bill  relating  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  There  are  just 
four  items,  each  of  which  is  demanded 
because  of  an  emergency,  or  because  of 
mandatory  provisions  which  require  the 
expenditures,  which  is  the  true  purpose 
of  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
in  my  estimation. 

The  first  item  is  a  matter  of  $1,400,000, 
which  is  needed  in  order  to  combat  a 
very  serious  outbreak  of  screw-worm  in 
the  Southwest  part  of  the  United  States, 
which  we  were  unable  to  forecast  during 
the  comse  of  the  regular  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  1969.  This  amount  of 
money  has  actually  already  been  spent. 
The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  the  authority  to  authorize  these  ex¬ 
penditures  in  order  to  meet  the  emer¬ 
gency,  and  for  that  reason  they  have 
to  be  reimbursed  at  this  time. 

In  addition,  there  is  an  item  of  $218,000 
which  is  to  meet  the  mandatory  Federal 
contribution  to  the  retirement  fund  for 
the  State  extension  personnel.  These 
payments  are  related  to  the  increased 
funds  provided  by  the  Congress  in  the 
regular  1969  appropriation  bill  to  place 
the  extension  jobs  on  a  salaiy  basis  more 
comparable  with  other  agricultm-al  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Then  there  is  an  item  of  $7,500,000, 
which  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  the 
regular  sugar  beet  payments,  which  is  a 
mandatory  payment  that  must  be  made. 
The  increased  moneys  become  necessary 
because  the  crop  last  year  was  greater 
than  the  estimate. 

There  are  also  increased  pay  costs 
necessary  to  be  paid.  They  total  more 
than  approximately  $28  million,  but 
there  is  only  $12,900,000  which  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  supplemental  appropriations. 
$10  million  is  provided  by  releases  from 
Public  Law  90-364  reserves,  and  another 
$5,182,000  is  provided  by  transfers  from 
fimds  within  the  Department. 

Probably  the  most  significant  item 
within  this  supplemental  appropriation 
as  it  relates  to  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  is  the  transfer  of  $25  million  out  of 
unobligated  funds  from  the  FHA  direct 
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loan  account  to  the  emergency  credit 
revolving  fund.  This  becomes  necessary 
in  order  to  meet  the  emergency  needs 
for  credit.  Some  very  unusual  demands 
have  been  placed  upon  this  emergency 
fund  because  of  floods  that  have  oc¬ 
curred  throughout  the  Midwest,  in  Min¬ 
nesota,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
Illinois,  Missouri,  California,  and  several 
other  places.  The  demands  are  such  that 
they  are  necessary  in  order  to  keep  fann 
operations  going  during  this  coming 
fiscal  year. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  out  of  money  in  this  category 
now,  it  becomes  most  essential  that  these 
moneys  are  provided  by  a  transfer  from 
the  direct  loan  accoimt,  and  requiring 
also  that  the  accoimt  be  repaid  as  the 
loans  are  repaid. 

I  am  sure  it  will  be  provide  much 
needed  relief  to  a  great  many  farmers 
who  otherwise  would  find  themselves  in 
economic  distress  were  it  not  for  this 
appropriation. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  each  of 
these  items  is  essential  and  necessary  to 
the  proper  operation  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  I  can  very  heartily  rec¬ 
ommend  them  to  the  House  for  approval. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Shriver)  . 

(Mr.  SHRIVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SHRIVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
ranking  minority  member  on  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Foreign  Operations,  I  sup¬ 
port  and  the  minority  members  support 
the  committee’s  recommendation  for 
supplemental  appropriations ,  for  the 
Cuban  refugee  program.  The  committee 
recommends  the  appropriation  of  $2,- 
700,000  of  the  $2,853,000  requested  in 
new  obligational  authority,  and  the  re¬ 
lease  of  $35,000  of  the  $38,000  in  requested 
transfers  from  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  reserves. 

The  requested  increase  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  fund  the  following  activities: 

There  is  $1,254,000  for  imanticlpated 
welfare  costs  of  refugees  resettled  out¬ 
side  the  Miami  area,  due  to  the  higher 
number  of  refugees  requiring  such  as¬ 
sistance.  The  Federal  Government  has  a 
commitment  to  reimburse  the  various 
States  for  these  welfare  expenditures. 

There  is  $755,000  for  increased  per- 
pupil  rates  for  Cuban  children  in  the 
Dade  County,  Fla.,  school  system.  This 
increase  is  due  to  increased  operating 
costs  to  the  Dade  County  system  because 
of  higher  teacher  salaries  and  other 
costs.  These  per-pupil  rates  will  be 
studied  again  when  the  committee  con¬ 
siders  the  fiscal  1970  budget  requests. 

There  is  $844,000  for  costs  of  transport¬ 
ing  refugees  from  Cuba  to  Miami.  Last 
year.  Congress  included  language  in  the 
fiscal  1969  appropriation  bill  to  fund  this 
expense  from  this  account,  instead  of 
the  State  Department  account  as  had 
been  the  case,  in  the  past.  It  was  hoped 
at  the  time  that  these  costs  could  be 
absorbed  by  the  program,  but  this  has 
not  occurred,  thus  these  funds  are  neces¬ 
sary. 


Although  the  committee  is  recom¬ 
mending  the  appropriation  of  most  of 
this  request,  I  think  it  would  be  well  to 
point  out  the  rapidly  increasing  cost  of 
the  Cuban  refugee  program.  In  fiscal 
1968,  Congress  appropriated  $49  million 
for  this  program;  in  fiscal  1969,  includ¬ 
ing  this  supplemental,  this  figure  had 
increased  to  $70.7  million;  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  now  has  pending  before  it  a  re¬ 
quest  for  fiscal  1970  of  $87.3  million. 

This  represents  an  increase  of  $38.3 
million,  or  78  percent,  for  the  Cuban  ref¬ 
ugee  program  in  only  2  years.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  people  have  been  veiy  generous  with 
this  program  through  the  years,  and  our 
country  has  benefited  from  the  influx  of 
these  energetic  and  enthusiastic  immi¬ 
grants.  At  the  same  time,  we  should  be 
aware  of  these  growing  costs.  In  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  insure  the  most  eflBcient  opera¬ 
tion  possible  for  this  program,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  a  decrease  of 
$153,000  from  the  request  for  new  obli¬ 
gational  authority.  It  is  expected  that  the 
administrators  of  this  program  can  pro¬ 
gram  these  cutbacks  to  continue  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  their  operations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  (Mr.  Sikes)  . 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  let 
me  touch  on  the  immediate  thrust  of  the 
military  sector  of  this  bill.  It  is  designed 
to  provide  weapons  and  equipment  to 
strengthen  the  South  Vietnamese  forces; 
to  permit  these  forces  to  assume  a  great¬ 
er  share  of  the  burden  of  battle.  This  is 
most  important.  The  South  Vietnamese 
forces  are  showing  greater  capability 
and  their  battle  effectiveness  is  much 
more  encouraging.  It  would  appear  that 
American  forces  will  no  longer  have  to 
carry  such  a  great  part  of  the  conflict 
and  significantly,  the  South  Vietnamese 
will  be  in  stronger  position  to  enforce 
peace  when  it  comes.  This  is  a  very  mean¬ 
ingful  change  in  the  overall  picture. 

As  we  consider  overall  additional  ex¬ 
penditures  for  defense  purposes,  we  find 
ourselves  buffeted  by  conflicting  winds 
from  many  sources.  There  is  a  taxpayers’ 
revolt  against  high  levels  of  spending 
by  Government  and  of  course  the  prin¬ 
cipal  offender  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  number  of  dollars  involved  is  the 
military.  This  is  an  inevitable  part  of 
the  inflation  that  we  in  Government 
have  helped  to  build;  have  almost  per¬ 
mitted  to  get  out  of  hand.  The  cost  of 
weapons  and  equipment  is  fantastically 
high  and  the  costs  of  development  of  a 
new  weapons  system  is  even  higher  be¬ 
cause  of  the  unknown  factors  which  are 
encountered.  There  have  been  a  series  of 
blunders,  some  of  them  colossal,  which 
have  shaken  the  faith  of  the  people  in 
the  military  and  indeed  in  Congress  and 
the  Government.  There  was  the  TFX — 
the  F-111  series — which  was  to  be  Mr. 
McNamara’s  great  contribution  and  a 
great  money  saver.  In  the  final  analysis, 
it  cost  about  twice  as  much  as  had  been 
anticipated  and^  in  some  phases,  has 
been  junked.  Just  a  few  days  ago,  a  new 
submarine  sank  at  its  dock  while  being 
fitted  for  service.  It  is  absolutely  incon¬ 
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ceivable  that  such  carelessness  in  work¬ 
manship  could  have  or  would  have  been 
permitted. 

There  is  the  usual  flap  about  the 
dangers  of  chemical  and  biological 
weapons  which  always  Is  good  for  col- 
mnn  after  column  of  horror  stories  in 
the  liberal  elements  of  the  press.  What 
they  do  not  print  is  that  the  Russians 
have  seven  or  eight  times  our  capability 
in  this  field,  and  that  we  could  be  dan¬ 
gerously  exposed  in  time  to  a  Russian 
attack  with  these  weapons  as  an  altern¬ 
ative  to  a  nuclear  confrontation.  In  the 
field  of  nuclear  weapons,  we  can  at  least 
trade  destructiveness. 

The  question  of  the  ABM  has  been 
greatly  overplayed.  It  is  a  simple  case 
of  survival  for  our  nuclear  weapons  ca¬ 
pability.  I  have  felt  that  at  least  equal 
protection  should  have  been  provided 
for  people  in  cities  but  apparently  in  an 
effort  to  negate  the  anti  votes,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  cut  back  on  the  scope 
and  purpose  of  the  ABM.  Both  aspects 
should  have  been  approved. 

In  other  words,  we  in  America  find 
ourselves  completing  the  cycle  we  have 
seen  on  so  many  other  occasions  in  our 
country.  The  commentators  tell  us  that 
people  are  getting  tired  of  war — that 
they  want  it  ended — and  that  they  want 
no  more  involvement  in  foreign  affairs. 
They  are  saying  in  effect  that  we  want 
to  retreat  to  the  security  of  our  own 
continent.  All  of  this  is  more  than  a  lit¬ 
tle  disconcerting.  I  do  not  believe  this 
fallacy  is  reflected  in  the  thinking  of 
the  average  American.  I  believe  that  a 
substantial  majority  of  the  American 
people  know  why  we  are  fighting  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  They  want  this  war  won.  They  do 
not  want  us  walking  away  from  Viet¬ 
nam  with  our  tail  between  our  legs,  set¬ 
ting  the  tragic  stage  for  another  war 
when  the  Communists  get  ready  for  an¬ 
other  takeover  of  territory  and  peoples. 

Our  first  mistake  was  in  trying  too 
hard  to  fight  this  war  without  incon¬ 
veniencing  anyone — to  fight  it  so  that 
we  could  have  both  guns  and  butter.  It 
is  never  possible  to  fight  a  war  without 
inconveniencing  someone.  The  fact  of 
35,000  being  killed  in  a  war  which  is  not 
yet  resolved  attest  to  the  fallacy  of  this 
approach  in  the  Vietnamese  conflict.  The 
people  should  have  been  told  why  we 
were  fighting.  They  should  have  been 
shown  that  it  is  in  America’s  best  inter¬ 
ests  to  fight  now  and  win  rather  than  to 
risk  having  all  of  the  Pacific  fall  into 
Communist  hands  in  the  years  to  come. 
We  should  have  been  told  that  it  is  pa¬ 
triotic  to  wear  the  uniform,  patriotic  to 
be  proud  of  the  flag,  patriotic  to  stand 
up  for  our  country.  Because  this  was  not 
done,  the  antiwar  crowd  has  had  a  field 
day,  with  the  Communists  happily  at 
work  stirring  up  anti-American  senti¬ 
ment  at  every  point. 

As  a  part  of  this  pattern,  attacks  are 
now  being  leveled  at  our  military  leader¬ 
ship.  Unfortunately,  this  too  has  always 
been  a  part  of  the  American  way  of  con¬ 
ducting  its  affairs.  When  those  in  uni¬ 
form  are  winning  wars  for  us,  they  are 
our  heroes.  When  we  no  longer  need 
them,  we  pick  them  to  pieces.  The  fact 
that  many  people  now  believe  it  is  ad¬ 
ministration  policy  to  get  out  of  Vietnam 
regardless  of  the  cost  in  strengthening 
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the  efforts  of  every  person  who  seeks  the 
eventual  downfall  of  the  American  sys¬ 
tem  of  government. 

The  uncertainty  which  is  sweeping 
America  is  not  confined  to  defense.  It 
goes  much  broader.  It  involves  the  whole 
spectrum  of  national  security,  and  in 
this  I  include  all  of  the  unrest  which  is 
reflected  in  the  news  media  day  after 
day  and  which  in  too  many  instances  is 
promoted  by  them. 

We  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  our  responsibility.  It  has  not 
changed  because  there  is  wholesale  at¬ 
tack  upon  the  military,  or  because  there 
is  concern  about  the  cost  of  spending, 
or  because  people  are  tired  of  taxes.  We 
have  a  responsibility  to  insure  that  those 
who  fight  our  battles  in  Vietnam,  under 
whatever  orders  they  fight,  receive  inso¬ 
far  as  it  is  possible  for  us  to  do  so,  every 
single  item  that  they  need.  We  have  the 
responsibility  of  demonstrating  to  the 
world  that  we  are  determined  that  this 
Nation  shall  not,  if  we  can  avoid  it,  be¬ 
come  defenseless  in  the  years  ahead.  We 
have  a  reesponsibility  to  demonstrate 
that  there  is  solidarity  in  Government, 
and  that  we  will  confront  communism 
everywhere  with  determination.  Don’t 
think  for  a  moment  that  the  Commimists 
are  not  watching  what  is  happening  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  today.  Do  not  think  for  a  moment 
that  they  are  not  noting  loud  and  clear 
what  we  say  and  what  we  do.  I  do  not 
think  I  need  to  remind  those  here  today 
that  we  could,  by  responsible  action,  help 
set  the  stage  to  throw  away  in  Paris 
what  the  uniformed  services  have  fought 
for  on  the  battlefields  of  Vietnam.  We 
could  throw  away  whatever  chance  is 
left  for  success  in  this  long,  terrible  and 
costly  struggle. 

Those  who  say  that  America  has  lost 
the  war  or  cannot  win  it,  do  our  coimtry 
a  great  disservice,  for  neither  is  true. 
By  their  steadfastness  on  the  battlefield, 
America’s  fighting  forces  have  brought 
the  Communists  to  the  point  where  they 
want  peace.  Now  they  are  trying  to 
achieve  at  the  conference  table  what 
they  could  not  achieve  on  the  battlefield. 
More  than  ever,  there  is  reason  for  unity 
at  home  and  for  a  show  of  strength  for 
America  in  this  body,  which  really  speaks 
with  the  voice  of  the  American  people. 

One  of  the  items  of  great  interest  is 
the  ABM.  The  question  of  deployment 
of  this  system  should  be  resolved  with¬ 
out  further  controversy.  I  hope  the  House 
will  follow  with  me  some  comments  from 
informed  sources  on  the  real  fimction 
and  the  need  for  an  ABM  system.  For 
instance  there  are  those  who  urge  con¬ 
tinuing  research  and  development — 
and  not  deployment.  The  principal  pur¬ 
pose  of  ABM  imder  the  present  proposal 
is  to  offer  protection,  as  needed,  to  our 
deterrent  forces. 

As  Secretary  Laird  points  out: 

simply  continuing  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  on  the  ABM  without  any  Initial  de¬ 
ployment,  would  leave  us  with  no  option  to 
provide  defense  to  our  deterrent  on  the 
schedule  that  might  he  required  by  the  So¬ 
viet  threat  if  we  do  not  reach  an  agreement 
with  the  Soviets  on  limiting  strategic  forces. 

Before  and  since  Secretary  McNamara 
first  included  defense  of  our  strategic  de¬ 
terrent  as  an  option  of  the  Sentinel  sys¬ 


tem,  there  has  been  a  substantial  body  of 
testimony  supporting  the  effectiveness 
of  this  type  of  deployment. 

Dr.  Harold  Brown  said  in  testifying  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Armed  Services  Commit¬ 
tee  in  1967: 

Because  our  missile  sites  are  small  hard¬ 
ened  targets,  they  are  much  easier  to  defend 
than  cities.  The  exchange  ratio  is  favor¬ 
able  to  us  for  the  defense  of  this  type  of 
target. 

Dr.  Edward  Teller  said  in  a  recent  U.S. 
News  &  World  Report  interview: 

Twelve  years  ago  it  seemed  that  a  missile 
defense  was  30  times  as  expensive  as  an  of¬ 
fense.  Today  the  ratio  is  estimated  at  3  to  1, 
although  still  in  favor  of  offense.  In  some 
respects  it  is  even  estimated  at  1  to  1.  The 
main  point  is  we  don’t  really  know.  We 
can’t  find  out  except  by  actual  deployment. 

In  rebutting  recent  unfavorable  com¬ 
ment  on  the  feasibility  of  defending 
Minuteman  sites  against  a  heavy  threat. 
Dr.  Foster  made  the  following  comment: 

Various  estimates  of  the  cost  of  an  inter¬ 
ceptor  including  its  assigned  fraction  and 
the  radar  and  other  systems  costs  have  varied 
between  $2.5  million  and  $7  million.  The 
present  cost  to  the  U.S.  and  probably  the 
Soviet  Union  for  an  offensive  B/V  is  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $10  million.  'IThe  advances  which  we 
expect  in  our  forces  over  the  next  few  years 
may  reduce  these  to  about  $3  million.  .  .  . 
In  other  words,  the  cost  to  attack  and  to 
defend  in  the  1970  time  frame  are  roughly 
one  to  one. 

Moreover,  those  who  are  responsible 
for  our  national  defense  have  said  that 
now  is  the  time  to  get  on  with  the  deploy¬ 
ment  of  the  Safeguard  system  to  defend 
our  Minuteman  sites.  I  agree. 

Secretary  Laird  said  before  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  on  March 
21  of  this  year: 

We  cannot  delay  the  decision  beyond  this 
budget  that  we  presented  to  this  Congress, 
covering  the  program  for  fiscal  year  1970, 
which  begins  on  July  1,  1969.  We  must  in¬ 
clude  this  deployment  on  two  sites  in  this 
particular  budget. 

He  had  earlier  said: 

We  have  sufficient  strength  today  in  the 
combination  of  our  strategic  forces — our  mis¬ 
siles,  our  bombers,  and  our  Polaris  capabil¬ 
ity — to  respond  to  any  attack  that  might  be 
launched  against  the  United  States. 

As  Secretary  of  Defense,  it  is  my  obligation 
and  my  intention  to  keep  it  that  way  beyond 
any  reasonable  doubt.  This  is  what  the  ABM 
discussion  is  all  about. 

And  that  is  why  we  have  no  alternative  but 
to  protect  our  options  to  safeguard  our  deter¬ 
rent  forces.  If  the  Soviet  threat  turns  out  to 
be,  as  the  evidence  strongly  indicates,  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  erode  our  deterrent  capability,  we 
must  be  in  a  position  to  convince  them  that 
a  first  strike  would  always  Involve  unaccept¬ 
able  risks. 

In  addition,  and  again  quoting  Secre¬ 
tary  Laird: 

Safeguard  .  .  .  offers  protection,  as  needed, 
of  the  entire  country  from  a  small  attack, 
such  as  the  kind  of  attack  that  could  be  pos¬ 
sibly  delivered  by  the  Chinese  Communists 
during  the  decade  of  the  1970’s  or  from  an 
accidental  launch. 

The  estimate  of  our  intelligence  commu¬ 
nity  is  that  the  earliest  the  Red  Chinese 
could  have  this  kind  of  capacity  would  be  in 
the  1972-73  time  period,  and  the  estimate  is 
that  in  the  time  period  of  1976  and  beyond, 
that  the  Red  Chinese  could  have  the  capacity 
and  the  capability  to  have  16  or  more  mis¬ 
siles. 
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Dr.  Edward  Teller,  in  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report,  said: 

A  small  nuclear  force  such  as  they  will  have 
in  a  few  years  could  wreak  real  havoc  on  an 
undefended  United  States.  We  might  have  to 
give  in  to  Chinese  demands  affecting  not  only 
South  Vietnam  but  also  Taiwan  and  even 
Japan,  rather  than  take  the  slightest  risk  of 
their  not  bluffing. 

In  regard  to  the  Sentinel  system  as  a 
defense  against  the  Chinese  threat.  Sec¬ 
retary  McNamara  sta'ted  July  1967: 

This  austere  defense  could  probably  pre¬ 
clude  damage  in  the  1970’s  almost  entirely. 

Dr.  Foster  stated  more  recently— on 
May  12, 1969: 

The  Safeguard  system  has  been  designed  by 
competent  people,  and  the  best  that  are  avail¬ 
able.  Its  design  has  been  reviewed  by  outside 
experts.  Those  who  do,  in  fact,  study  the 
aspects  of  the  system  that  are  within  their 
area  of  technical  expertise  are  convinced  it 
will  do  what  it  is  designed  to  do.  'There  are 
some  eminent  scientists  who,  for  one  reason 
or  other,  claim  it  won’t  work.  On  that  I’d 
like  to  say  .  .  .  that  they  have  offered  no 
problem  which  we  have  not  long  since  ad¬ 
dressed  and  resolved.” 

Finally  Under  Secretary  Packard 
stated  on  March  14,  1969: 

Locating  Bites  away  from  major  cities 
should  make  clear  to  the  Soviet  Union  that 
the  American  defense  is  designed  to  preserve 
our  deterrent — not  to  change  the  strategic 
balance. 

It  has  been  suggested  in  some  quarters 
that  the  administration  has  somehow 
misled  Congress  about  its  intentions  in 
deploying  the  Safeguard  system. 

I  think  it  is  useful  to  review  the  letter 
of  the  law  here. 

The  current  authorizations  for  the 
ABM  defense  system  for  procurement, 
research  and  development  and  military 
construction  for  the  Army  read  as 
follows : 

Public  Law  90-500,  for  procurement: 

Sec.  101.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  during  the  fiscal  year  1969  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles, 
naval  vessels,  and  tracked  combat  vehicles,  as 
authorized  by  law,  in  amoimts  as  follows: 
.  .  .  For  missiles;  for  the  Army,  $956,140,000. 

Public  Law  90-500,  for  resarch  and 
development: 

Sec.  201.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  during  the  fiscal  year  1969 
for  the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  as  authorized  by  law.  in  amounts 
as  follows:  For  the  Army,  $1,611,900,000. 

Public  Law  90-408,  for  military  con¬ 
struction: 

Sec.  101.  ’The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  Installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  Installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  for  the  following  projects: 

UNITED  STATES  ABMY  AIH  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

CONUS,  various  locations:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housng,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $227,- 
460,000. 

The  defense  and  military  construction 
appropriation  acts  contain  even  broader 
language. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


H3845 


May  20,  1969 

Clearly  both  the  Safeguard  and  Senti- 
nal  systems  fit  under  the  language  of  the 
law. 

In  fact,  there  is  an  luiderstanding  in 
the  Congress  and  in  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  that  funds  must  be  spent  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  authorized 
and  appropriated. 

In  the  case  of  the  ABM  system,  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  authorized 
and  appropriated  was  to  provide  a  de¬ 
fense  against  ballistic  missiles.  To  accuse 
the  oflEicials  of  this  administration  of  bad 
faith  for  deploying  the  best  balanced 
ABM  they  can  design  is  simply  to  dis¬ 
regard  the  previous  actions  of  Congress. 

Congress  should  not  get  into  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  trying  to  design  the  anti-ballistic- 
missile  system  either  in  its  minute  tech¬ 
nical  details  or  in  its  tactical  deployment 
configuration.  These  decisions  should  be 
left  to  defense  planners.  I  suspect  that 
much  of  the  agreement  we  hear,  includ¬ 
ing  many  of  the  technical  arguments,  are 
being  put  forth  by  people  who  are  already 
over  their  head  or  who  are  not  apprised 
of  all  the  facts. 

Congress  has  in  the  past  given  rather 
broad  authority  for  the  construction  of 
the  ABM  system.  If  it  wishes  to  change 
this  method  of  operation,  it  can  do  so 
when  the  additional  funds  which  will  be 
required  for  the  deployment  of  phase  I 
of  the  Safeguard  system  are  authorized 
and  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

There  are  other  items  of  more  than 
average  importance  which  are  likely  to 
escape  specific  attention  because  they  are 
not  sensational  and  because  there  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  no  pressing  need  that  they  re¬ 
ceive  other  than  casual  consideration. 
Yet  these  may  be  of  very  great  impor¬ 
tance. 

For  instance,  there  is  the  problem  of 
maintenance  of  real  property  facilities. 
The  taxpayers  should  be  very  directly 
concerned  with  this  problem.  So  should 
be  the  military  officials.  So  it  would  seem 
would  be  the  Congress. 

Nevertheless,  this  subject  presents  an 
increasingly  aggravated  picture  which  I 
want  to  discuss  at  this  point. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
for  many  years  been  urging  that  the  mil¬ 
itary  services  properly  and  adequately 
maintain  the  extensive  real  property 
holdings  within  their  jurisdictions. 
Some  15  years  ago  this  interest  was 
manifested  in  the  appropriation  of  funds 
above  the  budget  estimates  for  the  then 
existing  backlog  of  deferred  mainten¬ 
ance.  The  committee  found  that  much 
of  this  claimed  deferred  maintenance 
either  did  not  rest  on  valid  estimates  or 
the  need  was  subsequently  ignored  by 
the  services  and  the  practice  of  appro¬ 
priating  over  the  budget  for  real  property 
maintenance  ceased. 

Indeed,  during  the  ensuing  several 
years  it  became  apparent  that  moneys 
justified  to  Congress  for  the  mainten¬ 
ance  of  real  property  facilities  were  be¬ 
ing  diverted  to  other  uses  in  the  absence 
of  any  restrictive  law  or  legislative  his¬ 
tory.  Consequently  in  recent  years,  the 
committee  has  recommended,  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  agreed  to,  language  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  acts  establishing  floors  or 
minimums  in  the  amounts  of  money 
which  must  be  devoted  to  real  property 


maintenance.  In  the  current  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1969,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  language  reads  for  the  Navy: 
“of  which  not  less  than  $155,600,000  shall 
be  available  only  for  maintenance  of 
real  property  facilities.” 

In  the  case  of  the  Marine  Corps  the 
language  reads  similarly:  “of  which  not 
less  than  $22,661,000  shall  be  available 
only  for  the  maintenance  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  facilities.” 

House  Document  No.  91-50  proposed 
revisions  reducing  those  amounts.  Tes¬ 
timony  in  the  hearings  on  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  indi¬ 
cated  that  reductions  were  made  in  the 
floors  on  real  property  maintenance 
based  on  “congressional  intent.”  It  ap¬ 
peared  from  the  testimony  that  this  in¬ 
terpretation  of  congressional  intent  was 
based  on  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  and  its  effect  on 
Government  expenditures  generally. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  have  here  a  situation  of  either 
ignoring,  or  violating,  congressional  in¬ 
tent  by  the  military. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968  was  enacted  into  law  on  June  28, 
1968,  Public  Law  90-364.  While  its  terms 
and  conditions  allowed  some  flexibility, 
some  considerable  flexibility  in  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch,  there  was  not  in  connection 
with  its  enactment — at  least  to  my 
knowledge — ^any  discussion  of  an  intent 
to  cutback  on  the  maintenance  of  real 
property  facilities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  Congress  does  not  want  these 
cutbacks. 

Now  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  was  en¬ 
acted  into  law  by  virtue  of  the  signature 
of  the  President  on  October  17,  1968, 
Public  Law  90-580.  The  appropriation 
bill  contains  as  a  matter  of  law  the 
phrases  which  I  have  previously  quoted. 
I  do  not  believe  it  likely  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  can  find  a  shred  of  evidence  in  the 
debate  or  in  the  committee  reports  on 
the  defense  appropriation  bill  indicating 
that  the  language  of  the  law  was  intend¬ 
ed  to  be  set  aside  by  any  assumed  or 
presumed  interpretation  of  congressional 
intent  stemming  from  the  earlier  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968.  On  the  contrary,  it 
could  be  presumed  that  the  enactment 
of  the  floors  on  maintenance  of  real 
properties  in  specific  numbers  and  at  a 
later  date  indicates  the  precise  opposite, 
namely,  that  it  is  the  intent  that  such  an 
amount  must  in  fact  be  expended  for  the 
purpose. 

It  is  clear  that  much  of  the  difficulty 
that  we  encounter  in  Congress,  in  the 
academic  world,  and  through  all  facets 
of  our  society,  stem  from  misintei’preta- 
tions  of  honestly  presented  sets  of  facts. 
It  is  further  clear  that  in  most  instances, 
if  not  in  all  instances,  those  who  so  mis¬ 
interpret  do  totally  and  completely  es¬ 
cape  any  remonstrance,  much  less 
punishment,  for  their  willful  acts. 

Although  I  do  not  wish  to  magnify 
the  incident  out  of  all  proportion,  it  is 
safe  to  say  that  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country  will  at  some  future  date  have  to 
shoulder  the  burden  of  new  construction 


prematurely  or  unnecessarily  because  of 
failure  to  adequately  maintain  facilities 
that  are  now  in  being.  Certainly,  some¬ 
one  should  be  called  to  task  for  permit¬ 
ting  such  a  situation  to  exist. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  recognized  for  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  made  reference  to  the  anti- 
ballistic-missile  program.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  aware  that  in  the  fiscal  year  1970 
budget  which  is  before  Congress,  but 
which  is  not  under  consideration  in  this 
bill,  there  is  about  $860  million  for  a 
continuation  of  the  ABM  program. 

In  my  opening  remarks,  I  took  the 
position  that  we  should  go  forward  with 
the  ABM  program.  I  would  like  to  am¬ 
plify  that  by  giving,  in  part,  some  of  the 
reasons  why  we  have  been  working  on 
this  program  for  years.  The  Soviet  Union, 
our  most  formidable  opponent,  has  a 
somewhat  limited  anti-ballistic-missile 
system  deployed.  It  seems  to  me  that  it 
would  be  militarily  and  politically  un¬ 
sound  and  indefensible  for  use  not  to 
undertake  to  have  a  defense  against  the 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  of  Red  China. 

My  opinion  is  that  we  must  proceed 
now  with  the  anti-ballistic-missile  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  my  feeling  that  the  Members 
of  Congress,  generally,  will  approve  of 
this  view,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the 
American  people  will  approve  of  this 
view.  I  do  not  believe  the  American 
people  want  to  be  completely  defenseless 
with  respect  to  the  intercontinental  bal¬ 
listic  missiles  of  the  Soviet  Union  or  of 
Red  China.  This  would  be  illogical  while 
the  Soviet  Union  is  providing  some  de¬ 
fense  for  its  people.  Whether  or  not  their 
system  is  very  far  advanced  begs  the 
question.  Therefore  we  should  undertake 
to  provide  some  defense  against  the 
possibility  of  attack  by  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles  of  either  nation. 

I  believe  the  gentleman’s  opening  re¬ 
marks  should  be  read  by  all  Members  of 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  SIKES.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  stated  the  situation  precisely 
and  he  has  stated  it  very  well. 

We  are  trying  to  assure  at  this  point 
that  we  can  retaliate  if  the  need  should 
develop — we  are  seeking  to  insure  for  our 
country  a  capability  which  at  least  par¬ 
allels  the  development  which  has  been 
proceeding  on  an  ABM  system  within 
Russia  for  a  number  of  years.  I  feel  that 
the  American  people  demand  that  this 
be  done.  I  feel  that  their  voice  is  not 
really  being  heard  in  the  quarters  where 
protests  are  raised  against  the  ABM  sys¬ 
tem. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  we  would  be 
making  a  most  serious  mistake  if  we 
should  not  proceed  with  at  least  the 


H3846 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


small  ABM  program  that  has  now  been 
proposed. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  would  ask 
the  gentleman  further  if  an  article  in 
the  U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  by  Dr. 
Teller,  one  of  the  great  scientists  of  the 
country,  and  a  discussion  by  Dr.  Weisner, 
another  great  scientist,  who  are  both 
very  familiar  with  this  problem,  has  been 
called  to  his  attention. 

We  are  aware  that  there  is  much  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  ABM  in  the  scientific  com¬ 
munity,  but  as  I  see  it  this  issue  is  one 
of  judgment,  and  that  is  not  an  issue  to 
be  settled  by  the  scientists  alone.  I  would 
hope  that  those  interested  in  this  matter 
will  probe  deeply  enough  to  understand 
what  the  fundamental  issue  is,  and  that 
is  whether  or  not  we  shall  let  our  chief 
opponent  have  a  protection  against  our 
missiles  and  have  none  ourselves  against 
his. 

Mr.  SIKES.  The  gentleman  has  stated 
the  situation  perfectly. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
cur  completely  with  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
in  the  need  for  the  Safeguard  ABM.  I 
believe  that  it'  is  absolutely  necessary 
that  we  go  ahead  on  this  modified  pro¬ 
gram  as  recommended  by  President 
Nixon. 

The  decision  of  President  Nixon  an¬ 
nounced  on  March  14,  1969,  calling  for 
the  deployment  of  the  Safeguard  anti- 
ballistic-missile  system  was  made  only 
after  a  searching  and  exhaustive  analysis 
of  the  clearly  emerging  threat  to  the 
Nation  and  its  people  in  the  mid-1970’s. 
All  the  available  options  and  alternatives 
were  thoroughly  examined  leading  to  the 
determination  that  Safeguard  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  beginning  toward  the  best  protec¬ 
tion  against  those  threats. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  President,  and 
of  others  within  the  Government  who 
are  charged  with  the  direct  responsibility 
for  preserving  our  national  security,  the 
initial  deployment  of  Safeguard  repre¬ 
sents  the  minimum  action  which  must 
be  taken  now  to  preserve  the  credibility 
of  our  nuclear  deterrent  in  the  immedi¬ 
ate  years  ahead. 

The  decision  to  deploy  Safeguard  is 
remarkable  for  the  controversy  which  it 
has  generated.  Some  members  of  the 
Congress  and  some  persons  within  the 
scientific  community  have  taken  issue 
with  the  President’s  decision.  They  have 
been  joined  in  thei^  opposition  by  others 
who  find  m  Safeguard  an  excellent  op¬ 
portunity  to  give  vent  to  their  frustra¬ 
tions  over  the  course  of  events  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  thereby  injecting  an  emotionalism 
into  a  debate  which,  because  of  its  cri¬ 
tical  importance  to  national  security, 
should  be  governed  only  by  rational  and 
reasoned  factual  presentations. 

Because  the  President  is  Commander 
in  Chief  of  our  military  forces  and,  more 
than  any  other  one  man  charged  with 
the  awesome  responsibility  of  providing 
for  the  national  defense,  many  Members 
of  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  their  con¬ 
stitutional  responsibilities,  have  normal¬ 


ly  followed  the  practice  of  according 
great  weight  to  such  momentous  deter¬ 
minations  by  the  President.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  has  immediately  at  hand  the  most 
sensitive  intelligence  information  upon 
which  these  vital  decisions  must  be 
based. 

For  my  own  part,  I  would  have  to  be 
absolutely  convinced  that  I  was  right 
and  the  President  was  wrong  before  I 
could,  in  good  conscience,  oppose  him 
on  a  national  security  matter  of  this 
magnitude.  Moreover,  in  cases  where  the 
issue  might  be  described  as  somewhat 
doubtful,  my  conscience  would  dictate 
that  such  doubts  be  resolved  in  favor  of 
the  President’s  determination  that  his 
recommended  action  is  necessary  for  our 
country’s  protection.  This  has  been  my 
position  with  respect  to  all  Presidents, 
of  either  political  party. 

It  is  obvious  that  all  the  people  of  the 
United  States  have  a  vital  stake  in  the 
decision  we  make  as  to  whether  or  not 
we  should  attempt  a  ballistic  missile 
defense.  It  is  appropriate  to  determine 
the  desires  of  the  people.  And  I  mean 
all  the  people — not  just  those  with  the 
resources  to  publish  and  circulate  their 
views,  nor  just  those  who  participate  in 
organized  letter-writing  campaigns  to 
Congress. 

When  President  Nixon  assumed  ofiice 
in  January  of  this  year,  he  inherited  from 
his  predecessor  the  beginnings  of  de¬ 
ployment  of  an  ABM  system,  the  Sen¬ 
tinel.  The  decision  of  President  Johnson, 
annoimced  in  September  1967,  to  begin 
deployment  had  been  endorsed  by  Con¬ 
gress  in  1968  and  funds  had  been  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  start  on  the  system.  Produc¬ 
tion  of  the  various  components  of  the 
system  had  been  initiated,  sites  acquired, 
and,  at  some  sites,  work  had  commenced. 

The  Nixon  administration  suspended 
work  on  Sentinel  deployment  while  it 
conducted  a  broad  and  thorough  review 
of  the  general  problems  of  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  defense  including  specifically  the 
basic  possible  missions  of  such  defenses 
and  an  analysis  of  the  actual  and  poten¬ 
tial  Soviet  and  Chinese  nuclear  threat 
capabilities  to  our  cities  and  to  our  stra¬ 
tegic  retaliatory  capability. 

An  important  part  of  the  review  in¬ 
cluded  an  analysis  of  the  many  alter¬ 
native  ways  of  accomplishing  the  bal¬ 
listic  missile  defense  missions.  The  alter¬ 
natives  examined  included: 

First,  not  building  any  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  defense  at  this  time,  maintaining  the 
research  and  development  program,  and 
relying  on  improvements  in  our  retalia¬ 
tory  weapons  to  deter  Soviet  and  Chinese 
attacks  on  our  cities  and  strategic  retal¬ 
iatory  forces ; 

Second,  defending  our  strategic  retal¬ 
iatory  forces — our  second-strike  capa¬ 
bility — by  hardening  our  missile  silos  and 
further  dispersing  of  our  bomber  bases; 
and 

Third,  several  alternative  ABM  de¬ 
ployments,  including:  a  “heavy”  defense 
against  Soviet  nuclear  attacks  on  our 
major  cities,  ballistic  missile  defense  of 
our  strategic  retaliatory  forces,  the 
Sentinel  defense  against  the  expected 
Chinese  threat  and  accidentia!  attacks, 
a  sea-based  anti-ballistic-missile  inter¬ 
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cept  system — SABMIS — and  various 
combinations  of  these  alternatives. 

Finally,  the  review  included  a  careful 
evaluation  of  the  technical  and  opera¬ 
tional  feasibility  of  ballistic  missile  de¬ 
fense  systems  based  on  current  tech¬ 
nology  and  current  intelligence. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
alternatives.  President  Nixon  reached 
the  following  conclusions :  First,  the  con¬ 
cept  on  which  the  Sentinel  program  of 
the  previous  administration  was  based 
should  be  substantially  modified;  sec¬ 
ond,  the  safety  of  our  country  requires 
that  we  should  proceed  now  with  the 
development  and  construction  of  the  new 
system  in  a  carefully  phased  program; 
third,  this  program  will  be  reviewed  an¬ 
nually  from  the  point  of  view  of  tech- 
nicial  developments,  the  threat,  and  the 
diplomatic  context  including  any  talks 
on  arms  limitation. 

The  Safeguard  system  has  been  de¬ 
signed  so  that  its  defensive  intent  is  un¬ 
mistakable.  It  will  be  implemented  not 
according  to  some  fixed,  theoretical 
schedule,  but  in  a  manner  clearly  re¬ 
lated  to  a  periodic  analysis  of  the  threat. 

The  Safeguard  system  provides  for  the 
phased  protection  of  our  land-based 
forces  and  the  light,  overall  protection 
of  population.  This  deployment  will  per¬ 
mit  a  shift  of  radar  and  missile  sites 
away  from  major  cities. 

Both  the  Nixon  administration  and 
the  Johnson  administration  agree  on 
the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  the 
ABM  system  which  technology  permits 
us  to  deploy  at  the  present  time. 

Both  administrations  agree  that  our 
ABM  system  at  its  present  stage  of  de¬ 
velopment  cannot  be  expected,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  deployed,  to  provide  an  effec¬ 
tive  defense  of  all  our  Nation’s  popula¬ 
tion  against  a  heavy  nuclear  attack. 

Both  administrations  agree  that  our 
ABM  system  does  have  the  capability, 
in  several  types  of  deployment,  of  de¬ 
fending  all  our  population  against  a 
light  nuclear  attack. 

Both  administrations  agree  that  our 
ABM  system  does  have  the  capability  of 
providing  a  strong,  although  not  preclu¬ 
sive,  defense  of  a  specific  target  of  lim¬ 
ited  area  against  a  heavy  nuclear  attack. 

This  evaluation,  concurred  in  by  both 
administrations,  is  extremely  important. 
It  was  not  made  lightly,  nor  by  any  one 
person,  or  by  any  persons  specializing 
in  one  field.  This  is  not  just  a  weapon, 
but  a  weapon  system.  It  consists  of  a 
number  of  components,  including  nu¬ 
clear  warheads,  which  were  and  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  designed  and  tested  under¬ 
ground  by  our  nuclear  physicists;  mis¬ 
siles,  which  have  been  designed,  con¬ 
structed,  tested,  repeatedly  improved, 
and  tested  further;  data  processing 
equipment,  which  has  also  been  built 
and  tested;  missile  site  radar,  which  has 
been  built  and  tested;  and  perimeter  ac¬ 
quisition  radar,  all  the  components  of 
which  have  been  tested.  In  addition,  the 
system  utilizes  technology  dealing  with 
such  diverse  areas  as  component  harden¬ 
ing  and  command  and  control. 

An  evaluation  of  the  ABM  system  is  a 
complex  matter,  requiring  the  participa¬ 
tion  of  many  specialists  from  various 
and  sundry  science  and  engineering 
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fields,  who  base  their  evaluations  on  the 
results  of  the  tests  performed.  This,  how¬ 
ever,  is  the  very  type  of  careful  evalua¬ 
tion  which  enabled  the  Johnson  admin¬ 
istration  and,  thereafter,  the  Nixon  ad¬ 
ministration  to  conclude  that  our  ABM 
system  would  work,  and  would  do  the 
job  proposed  for  it. 

Obviously,  no  one  scientist,  however 
learned,  can  credibly  assume  personally 
to  evaluate  the  entirety  of  the  system, 
particularly  if  he  has  not  been  privy  to 
the  testing  accomplished  with  the  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  system.  An  impressive 
number  of  scientists,  however,  believe 
that  it  either  will  work  or  can  be  made 
to  work. 

The  Johnson  administration,  based  on 
an  evaluation  of  the  limitations  and  ca¬ 
pabilities  of  the  ABM  system,  devised  a 
proposed  deployment  to  provide  a  defense 
of  our  cities  against  the  potential  Chi¬ 
nese  Communist  capability  to  launch  a 
light  nuclear  attack  in  the  mid- 1 970 ’s. 
This  is  what  the  Sentinel  system,  as  de¬ 
signed  by  the  Johnson  administration, 
would  have  done;  and  this  Safeguard 
will  continue  to  do. 

The  preceding  administration  was 
also  very  much  aware  of  the  possibility 
that  the  Soviet  Union  might  seek  to 
develop  a  capacity  to  overwhelm  our 
land-based  missiles  and  bombers.  It 
continued  to  watch  the  missile  buildup 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  believing,  however, 
as  Secretary  McNamara  said  in  January 
1968  that  the  growth  of  the  Soviet  ICBM 
force  would  decelerate  instead  of  con¬ 
tinuing  at  a  high  rate. 

The  Sentinel  system  of  the  Johnson 
administration  has  three  purposes,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Secretary  Clifford: 

First,  to  “prevent  a  successful  missile 
attack  from  China  through  the  late 
1970’s.” 

Second,  to  “limft  damage  from  an 
accidental  launch  from  any  source.” 

Third,  to  “provide  the  option  for  in¬ 
creased  defense  of  our  Minuteman  force, 
if  necessary  In  the  future.” 

Safeguard  will  provide  for  the  first 
two  purposes  as  enumerated  by  Secre¬ 
tary  Clifford,  but  most  importantly,  it 
also  will  provide  for  the  defense  of  our 
Minuteman  force  which  under  Sentinel, 
had  been  only  optional. 

Neither  Secretary  McNamara  nor  Sec¬ 
retary  Clifford  believed  that  the  relative 
invulnerability  of  the  missile  forces  of 
the  United  States  was  assured  for  the 
indefinite  future.  Both  warned  that  ad¬ 
ditional  steps  might  be  required  if  that 
invulnerability  was  to  be  maintained  in 
the  1970’s.  Just  before  leaving  office.  Sec¬ 
retary  Clifford  expressed  his  “increasing 
concern”  about  “the  continuing  rapid 
expansion  of  Soviet  strategic  offensive 
forces.”  He  went  on  to  warn  that — 

We  must  continually  re-examine  the  vari¬ 
ous  ways  in  which  the  Soviets  might  seek  to 
strengthen  their  strategic  forces  beyond  what 
now  seems  probable,  and  take  appropriate 
actions  now  to  hedge  against  them. 

The  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  de¬ 
ploy  the  Safeguard  system  turns,  it  seems 
to  me,  on  the  answer  to  two  questions: 

First.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  threat 
which  there  is  reason  to  believe  will  con¬ 
front  our  Nation  in  the  mid-1970’s? 

Second.  Is  Safeguard  an  effective  way 
of  coping  with  that  threat? 


When  I  speak  of  a  threat  to  our  se¬ 
curity,  I  am  not  engaging  in  specula¬ 
tion  about  the  intentions  of  any  foreign 
power.  As  we  should  have  learned  from 
the  Cuban  missile  crisis  of  1962,  it  is  dan¬ 
gerous  to  base  our  policy  on  assumptions 
relating  to  intentions.  Anyone  who  is  not 
privy  to  deliberations  in  the  Kremlin 
can  hardly  speak  with  assurance  about 
Soviet  intentions  at  the  present  time. 
Even  certain  knowledge  of  present  in¬ 
tentions  would  be  a  poor  basis  for  judg¬ 
ing  the  intentions  of  those  who  may  be 
in  power  in  the  Soviet  Union  5  years 
or  more  from  now. 

We  would  be  derelict  in  our  responsi¬ 
bility  to  the  people  if  we  failed  to  base 
our  policies  on  an  estimate  of  the  ca¬ 
pability  that  the  Soviet  Union  or  Com¬ 
munist  China  will  have  in  the  future  if 
they  continue  on  their  present  course 
and  if  we  failed  to  take  timely  action  to 
thwart  that  capability. 

Projecting  into  the  future  the  current 
rate  of  construction  and  deployment  of 
the  SS-9,  we  arrive  at  a  figure  of  600  such 
ICBM’s  in  operation  in  the  Soviet  Union 
by  1976.  If  each  SS-9  is  equipped  with 
three  independently  aimed  warheads — 
a  capacity  which  is  technically  feasible 
and  on  which  the  Soviet  Union  is  work¬ 
ing — our  force  of  1,000  long-range  Min- 
utemen  would  be  in  danger  of  annihila¬ 
tion  from  the  1,800  Soviet  warheads.  Let 
me  quote  Dr.  John  S.  Foster,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research  and 
Engineering,  on  this  point : 

A  missile  system  having  a  20  percent  failure 
rate  and  carrying  3  re-entry  vehicles  per 
missile,  would  require  only  420  missiles  to 
attack  1,000  silos.  If  the  jrield  of  each  re¬ 
entry  vehicle  was  a  reasonable  5  megatons 
and  the  accuracy  a  reasonable  of  a  mile, 
about  95%  of  the  silos  could  be  destroyed. 
This  would  mean  50  of  the  1,000  Mlnutemen 
siuwive. 

Our  present  strategic  offensive  force 
Includes,  of  course,  not  only  land-based 
long-range  missiles  but  missile-can-ylng 
manned  bombers  and  Polaris  submarines. 
Can  we  not  be  complacent  about  the 
future,  some  may  ask,  since  two  of  the 
three  elements  of  our  deterrent  force 
would  still  be  in  existen,ce  after  an  SS-9 
attack  on  Minuteman  sites  thereby  en¬ 
abling  us  to  inflict  retaliatory  devastation 
on  an  attacking  nation? 

There  are  two  answers  to  this  ques¬ 
tion.  First,  if  prudence  had  not  required 
that  we  keep  three  elements  in  our  de¬ 
terrent  force,  we  would  not  have  devel¬ 
oped  and  maintained  three  in  the  past. 
Our  security  is  assured  with  three.  The 
loss  of  one  would  leave  us  considerably 
less  secure.  We  might  get  by  with  two, 
but  that  involves  risks  that  we  have  been 
unwilling  to  take  in  the  past.  Further, 
we  should  remember  that  our  bombers, 
even  today,  are  to  some  degree  vulner¬ 
able  and  that  our  submarines  may  be¬ 
come  vulnerable  in  the  future.  We  must 
now  plan  for  our  defense  through  the 
next  decade.  We  know  that  the  Soviet 
Union  is  at  work  on  a  fractional  orbital 
bombardment  system  and  other  weapons 
which  could  make  both  bombers  and  sub¬ 
marines  vulnerable  to  attack  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  To  assume  that  both  will  continue 
to  be  safe  from  attack  would  be  sheer 
folly. 

I  do  not  want  to  overstate  the  case. 


H3847 

In  order  to  achieve,  in  fact,  the  capa¬ 
bility  of  eroding  our  assured  destruction 
capability  in  the  future,  it  will  be  neces- 
sa^  for  the  Soviets  to  do  a  number  of 
things,  but  all  are  things  which  they 
have  demonstrated  a  competence  to  ac¬ 
complish.  They  would  have  to  equip  their 
SS-9  missiles  with  multiple,  individually 
target  reentry  vehicles  and  improve 
their  accuracy.  They  would  have  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase  the  number  of  such 
ICBM’s  deployed.  They  would  have  to 
continue  their  ambitious  submarine  pro¬ 
gram  and  possibly  add  a  submerged 
launch  missile  utilizing  a  depressed  tra¬ 
jectory.  They  could  improve  and  deploy 
a  more  effective  ABM  system  around 
their  cities.  The  accomplishment  of  these 
improvements  in  forces,  or  combinations 
of  these  programs,  on  all  of  which  they 
are  now  engaged,  could  create  doubts  of 
the  effectiveness  of  our  assured  destruc¬ 
tion  capability,  provided  we  take  no  steps 
not  already  programed  to  prevent,  or 
to  prepare  to  prevent,  such  an  erosion. 

Because  the  Chinese  ICBM  develop¬ 
ment  program  has  not  progressed  as  rap¬ 
idly  as  estimated  a  year  or  two  ago,  there 
has  been  a  tendency  to  overlook  this 
potential  threat  in  the  present  debate 
on  the  ABM  issue.  Today,  the  intelli¬ 
gence  community  is  indicating  that  the 
Chinese  Communists  may  have  an  oper¬ 
ational  ICBM  within  3  to  4  years.  If  that 
happens,  it  will  be  incumbent  on  the 
United  States  to  have  an  adequate  pro¬ 
tective  force. 

There  are  a  number  of  factors  which 
point  out  the  need  for  Safeguard  to 
counter  this  growing  Chinese  threat. 
Most  of  them  have  to  do  with  demo¬ 
graphic  factors.  The  United  States  has 
63  percent  of  its  population  living  in 
the  1,000  largest  cities.  The  Chinese,  on 
the  other  hand,  have  only  11  percent  of 
their  population  living  in  China’s  1,000 
largest  cities.  One  can  conclude  that  the 
Chinese  population  is  widely  dispersed 
throughout  her  large  land  mass.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  as  Mao  Tse-tung  has  pointed 
out  on  numerous  occasions,  China,  with 
its  population  of  800  million,  could  sur¬ 
vive  even  with  a  loss  of  200  million  peo¬ 
ple  from  a  nuclear  attack.  Thus,  it  is 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  our  ability 
to  deter  Communist  China  with  our  stra¬ 
tegic  offensive  forces  is  considerably  less 
certain  than  in  the  case  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  whose  population  is  much  more 
concentrated  than  China’s. 

The  population  concentration  factor 
has  a  vital  bearing  on  our  decision  to 
proceed  with  the  Safeguard  program. 
The  Chinese,  with  only  a  few,  relatively 
cnide  ICBM’s  could  inflict  a  great  deal 
of  damage  on  the  United  States.  For  the 
United  States  to  retaliate  against  such 
a  strike  might  require  a  greater  portion 
of  our  deterrent  force  than  “we  could 
safely  commit.  For,  by  responding  to  a 
Chinese  provocation,  we  could  leave  our¬ 
selves  naked  to  a  Soviet  attack. 

These  reasons,  I  believe,  point  out  that 
Safeguard  is  a  good  investment  for  pro¬ 
tecting  against  a  possible  Chinese  at¬ 
tack  as  well  as  insui-ing  the  credibility  of 
our  deterrent  against  any  possible  So¬ 
viet  attack. 

The  second  question  which  we  must 
ask  to  reach  the  decision  about  deploy¬ 
ing  Safeguard  has  to  do  with  its  effec- 
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tiveness.  Of  all  possible  courses  of  action 
which  we  might  take  to  guard  against  the 
potential  threat  of  the  mid-1970’s,  Safe¬ 
guard  is  the  most  effective,  the  least 
costly,  the  least  provocative. 

There  is  strong  support  among  the 
most  respected  scientists  who  are  famil¬ 
iar  with  all  aspects  of  our  ABM  program 
for  the  conclusion  that  safeguard  will 
provide  effective  protection  to  enough 
of  our  offensive  force  to  make  an  attack 
upon  that  force  unprofitable  for  any 
aggressor. 

Among-  the  eminent  scientists  who 
have  publicly  expressed  support  for  de¬ 
ployment  of  Safeguard  are:  Dr.  Edward 
Teller,  Livermore  Radiation  Laboratory, 
recognized  as  one  of  the  world’s  fore¬ 
most  nuclear  physicists;  Dr.  Eugene  P. 
Wigner,  Princeton  University  nuclear 
physicist,  elected  to  the  National  Acad¬ 
emy  of  Sciences  1945,  Atoms  for  Peace 
Award  1960,  Nobel  Prize  for  Physics, 
1963;  Dr.  William  G.  McMillan,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  California  at  Los  Angeles,  profes¬ 
sor  of  chemistry,  noted  specialist  on 
strategic  nuclear  matters  such  as  reentry 
vehicle  vulnerability,  penetration  aids, 
nuclear  weapons  effects,  and  missile 
vulnerability. 

If  we  could  delay  our  decision  on  Safe¬ 
guard  until  we  determine  whether  or  not 
the  Soviet  Union  continues  to  increase 
Its  capability  to  threaten  our  security — i 
or  whether  success  comes  of  negotiations 
to  limit  arms,  I  would  be  in  favor  of 
deferring  the  decision.  Unfortimately, 
we  cannot  wait.  It  will  require  more  than 
4  years  to  complete  phase  I  of  the  Safe¬ 
guard  system,  the  deployment  of  pro¬ 
tection  for  two  missile  sites  in  Montana 
and  North  Dakota.  In  the  absence  of 
authorization  from  Congress  for  fiscal 
year  1970,  the  Defense  Department  would 
be  required  to  stop  the  activity  in  which 
It  has  been  engaged  under  authority 
granted  last  year.  It  would  have  to  close 
down  developmental  production  lines, 
discharge  skilled  personnel,  and  cease 
engineering  on  sites.  If  Congress  then 
gave  authority  to  proceed  in  the  next 
year,  the  program  would  be  delayed  2 
years,  and  the  first  two  sites  would  not 
be  In  operation  until  1976.  Time  would 
be  lost  in  the  search  for  personnel  with 
the  necessary  skills  and  in  the  training 
of  a  new  force  to  begin  the  work  anew. 

If  we  are  not  ready  at  the  time  a 
threat  to  our  security  comes  into  being, 
we  will  be  no  better  off  than  we  would 
have  been  if  we  had  done  nothing  at  all. 
As  Secretary  of  Defense  Melvin  R.  Laird 
has  said: 

Too  little  and  too  late  has  been  the  epitaph 
of  more  than  one  great  nation  in  history. 
It  must  not  be  ours. 

If,  in  fact,  the  decision  to  deploy  Safe¬ 
guard  imposed  an  obstacle  to  fruitful  ne¬ 
gotiations  toward  arms  limitation,  this 
might  well  give  us  pause.  But  let  us  re¬ 
member  that  Premier  Kosygin  in  1967, 
speaking  of  the  embryonic  ABM  system 
which  the  U.S.S.R.  had  already  begun 
to  deploy,  said: 

I  believe  that  defensive  systems,  which 
prevent  attack,  are  not  the  cause  of  the  arms 
race,  but  constitute  a  factor  preventing  the 
death  of  people. 

Let  US  remember,  too,  that  President 
Johnson’s  decision  to  deploy  the  Senti¬ 


nel  system.  Instead  of  hampering  nego¬ 
tiations,  was  followed  4  days  later  by  a 
statement  of  the  Soviet  leaders  that  they 
were  Interested  in  beginning  talks  on 
arms  restrictions. 

Safeguard  is  an  inducement  to  arms 
limitation  and  a  building  block  toward 
peace.  We  will  go  forward  with  talks  on 
arms  control  with  a  better  chance  that 
these  talks  will  result  in  effective  agree¬ 
ments  if  it  is  clear  to  all  the  world  that 
the  United  States  does  not  intend  to 
stand  idly  by  while  its  capacity  to  defend 
its  people  is  imdermined.  Indeed,  an  im¬ 
portant  inducement  toward  agreement 
is  missing  if  the  U.S.S.R.  is  lead  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  will  imilaterally  limit  our 
defensive  capacity. 

Safeguard  is  purely  defensive.  It  is  not 
an  escalation  of  the  arms  race.  It  does  not 
increase  one  whit  the  capacity  of  our 
country  to  inflict  damage  on  any  other 
nation.  It  is  far  more  moderate  step  than 
the  alternative  some  of  its  opponents 
propose — an  increase  in  the  size  of  our 
offensive  missile  force,  or  the  reckless 
launching  of  our  missiles  upon  a  warn¬ 
ing,  that  may  or  may  not  be  valid,  that 
we  are  about  to  be  attacked.  Increasing 
our  offensive  forces  would  step  up  the 
arms  race  and  might  give  Soviet  leaders 
some  plausible  groimd  for  fearing  that 
we  were  seeking  a  first-strike  capability. 

If  the  threat  that  may  confront  us  in 
the  mid-1970’s  fails  to  develop,  whether 
because  of  international  agreement  on 
arms  control  or  a  change  in  the  pace  or 
character  of  the  Soviet  buildup,  or  for 
any  other  reason.  Safeguard  can  be 
slowed  down,  altered,  or  abandoned  al¬ 
together.  Deployment  is  divided  into 
phases  so  that  our  defensive  precautions 
will  match  the  threat  and  not  become  an 
overreaction  to  it. 

President  Nixon  clearly  made  these 
points  in  his  announcement  of  his  de¬ 
cision  on  Safeguard  on  March  14  of  this 
year.  He  said: 

I  have  directed  the  President’s  Foreign 
Intelligence  Advisory  Board — a  non-partisan 
group  of  distinguished  private  citizens — to 
make  a  yearly  assessment  of  the  threat  which 
will  supplement  our  regular  intelligence  as¬ 
sessment.  Each  phase  of  the  deployment  will 
be  reviewed  to  insure  that  we  are  doing  as 
much  as  necessary  but  no  more  than  that 
required  by  the  threat  existing  at  that  time. 

Since  our  deployment  is  to  be  closely  re¬ 
lated  to  the  threat.  It  is  subject  to  modifi¬ 
cation  as  the  threat  changes,  either  through 
negotiations  or  through  unilateral  actions 
by  the  Soviet  Union  or  Communist  China. 

To  keep  in  perspective  the  decision 
which  the  Congress  will  be  called  on  to 
make  this  year,  it  is  important  to  keep 
in  mind  the  phased  program  of  deploy¬ 
ment  that  is  proposed.  This  year,  we  de¬ 
cide  only  whether  to  begin  on  phase 
I  so  that  by  1974  we  may  have  in  being 
an  antimissile  defense  of  two  of  our 
missile  sites.  We  do  not  commit  om’- 
selves  to  go  beyond  that,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  ample  opportunity  to 
check  on  the  progress  of  deployment 
and  to  reassess  periodically  the  con¬ 
tinued  need  for  the  system. 

If  in  fact  Safeguard  deprived  us  of  re¬ 
sources  needed  to  deal  with  our  pressing 
domestic  problems,  that  fact  might  give 
us  pause.  But  Safeguard  is  not  short¬ 
changing  any  program  designed  to  cure 
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domestic  ills.  The  decision  to  deploy  this 
system  involves  spending  in  fiscal  year 
1970  only  $250  million  more  than  would 
be  spent  if  we  limited  ourselves  to  con¬ 
tinuing  with  research  and  development. 
But  a  decision  to  defer  deployment  would 
add  $250  million  to  the  total  cost  now  es¬ 
timated  for  deployment.  The  expenditure 
proposed  for  deployment  in  the  next  fiscal 
year  amounts  to  three-tenths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  outlays  proposed  for  defense. 
It  amounts  to  a  little  more  than  one- 
tenth  of  1  percent  of  proposed  total 
Federal  outlays.  In  its  initial  costs,  it  will 
be  substantially  less  expensive  than  Sen¬ 
tinel  would  have  been. 

The  estimated  expenditure  for  the 
total  Safeguard  program  is  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $8  billion,  including  the  war¬ 
heads.  This  expenditure  would,  of  course, 
be  made  over  the  course  of  many  years.  It 
is  unlikely  that  in  any  year  Safeguard 
will  demand  spending  that  would  equal 
even  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  budget. 

To  my  mind,  the  basic  issue  which  the 
Safeguard  proposal  presents  is  the  degree 
of  risk  to  which  we  are  willing  to  expose 
the  American  people.  I  am  not  inclined  to 
gamble  when  the  stakes  are  the  survival 
of  our  Nation  and  the  safety  of  its  people. 
I  would  rather  be  wrong  by  providing  a 
measure  of  defense  that  the  future  might 
show  we  did  not  need  than  be  wrong  by 
failing  to  provide  the  protection  required. 

I  hope  that  all  Members  of  Congress, 
when  they  vote  on  Safeguard,  are  con¬ 
scious  that  they  may  well  be  voting  on 
the  survival  of  the  United  States. 

(Mr.  LIPSCOMB  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr;  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
the  feeling  on  the  part  of  many — and 
that  includes  myself — that  if  we  move 
forward  with  our  own  ABM  system,  and 
we  can  move  forward  only  at  a  certain 
rate  of  speed,  that  if  we  move  forward 
with  this  program  the  likelihood  will  be 
enhanced  that  we  can  sit  down  at  the 
conference  table  with  the  Soviet  Union 
and  arrive  at  some  arms  control  agree¬ 
ment,  not  on  disarmament,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  unobtainable,  but  some  agreement 
for  a  limitation  on  armaments.  But  so 
long  as  the  Soviet  Union  goes  forv^ard 
with  the  deployment  of  its  ABM  and  we 
take  no  steps  at  all,  we  are  placed  in  a 
position  in  this  particular  field  of  de¬ 
fense — and  this  is  defense,  and  not  of¬ 
fense — of  dealing  from  a  position  of 
weakness. 

Mr.  SIKES.  It  was  after  it  was  an¬ 
nounced  that  we  in  this  country  were  go¬ 
ing  ahead  with  the  ABM  system  that  the 
Soviets  first  agreed  to  hold  a  discussion 
on  disarmament.  This  in  itself  is  indica¬ 
tive  of  the  validity  of  the  statement  the 
gentleman  has  just  made:  if  we  have  a 
basis  of  strength  from  which  to  nego¬ 
tiate  the  Russians  are  much  more  in¬ 
terested  in  negotiating.  There  is  no  rea¬ 
son  for  them  to  negotiate  if  they  have 
the  field  for  themselves. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  has  again  expired. 
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Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  the  additional  time. 

CANCELLATION  OF  WEAPONS  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  advised  yesterday  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  procurement  of  the 
Cheyenne  helicopter.  It  was  canceled 
because  it  had  not  been  possible  for  the 
contractor  to  solve  the  problems  involved 
in  developing  this  system.  Of  course,  this 
program  is  subject  to  investigation  by 
various  appropriate  committees.  The 
Approplriation  Committee  intends  to  take 
a  look  at  it. 

The  military  from  time  to  time,  in 
their  sincere  desire  to  provide  superior 
weapons  programs  attempt  to  stretch  the 
state  of  the  art.  They  undertake  to  do 
things  which  are  highly  desirable  by  way 
of  weapons  development,  but  some  of 
these  things  are  not  within  the  state  of 
the  art  and  cannot  be  accomplished. 

Many  years  ago,  we  spent  $1  billion 
on  a  nuclear-powered  aircraft,  and  fi¬ 
nally  we  agreed  that  the  state  of  the 
art  had  not  progressed  to  where  it  was 
feasible  to  produce  an  acceptable  plane 
of  this  type . 

It  is  unfair  and  improper  tc  condemn 
those  who  try  to  stretch  the  state  of  the 
art  In  order  to  improve  our  weapons. 
They  make  great  efforts  to  add  to  the 
Nation’s  protection  and  to  the  budgeting 
capability  of  our  servicemen. 

Is  it  not  understandable  that  in  a 
stretching  of  the  state  of  the  art  it  is 
from  time  to  time  necessary  to  admit 
defeat?  We  are  prone  to  call  that  “money 
down  the  drain,”  but  if  it  is  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  trsdng  to  provide  better  defense 
it  is  not  in  the  truest  sense  always  money 
down  the  drain. 

Mr.  SIKES.  This  is  of  course  the  only 
way  we  can  perfect  our  weapons  sys¬ 
tems.  There  must  be  trial  and  error.  It  is 
through  this  procedure  that  we  have  been 
able  to  develop  the  highly  effective  sys¬ 
tems  that  we  have.  Fortunately  most  of 
them  have  not  encountered  problems  as 
serious  as  the  Cheyenne  did. 

In  the  case  of  the  Cheyenne,  unfortu¬ 
nately,  hopes  did  not  work  out.  Defense 
officials  were  seeking  to  develop  a  more 
effective  weapons  capability  in  a  fast 
helicopter.  The  helicopter  is  largely  a 
defenseless  aircraft  and  yet  is  has  been 
tremendously  useful  and  has  filled  an 
extremely  important  need  in  Vietnam. 

But  it  is  highly  vulnerable  and  the 
military  were  simply  trying  to  provide  a 
faster  helicopter  with  an  improved 
weapons  capability  that  would  enable  it 
to  stand  off  enemy  attack  and  to  provide 
greater  support  for  the  troops  on  the 
ground. 

The  thought  was  good.  It  would  have 
been  an  extremely  important  develop¬ 
ment  had  it  worked  out — and  eventually 
it  probably  will  work  out. 

But  in  the  effort  to  develop  within  a 
short  time  something  that  would  be  use¬ 
ful  in  the  Vietnamese  war,  considerable 
moneys  were  expended.  It  has  not  been 
possible  to  develop  the  capability  that  is 
needed  and  rather  than  to  continue  to 
spend  money  on  top  of  this  already 


costly  program,  the  military  has  decided 
to  cancel  the  Cheyenne. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
object  of  producing  the  Cheyenne  was 
an  effort  to  make  our  military  men  more 
effective  and  to  save  the  lives  of  Ameri¬ 
can  soldiers  in  Vietnam? 

Mr.  SIKES.  Yes,  the  purpose  is  to  save 
lives — that  is  the  primary  purpose.  It 
would  have  reduced  the  vulnerability  of 
the  helicopter,  which  is  a  very  important 
vehicle,  and  made  it  into  a  gun  ship. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Pursuing  the  matter 
further,  reference  was  made  today  to 
the  so-called  TFX  and  the  Navy  version, 
the  F-lllB. 

Here  was  an  effort  to  produce  an  air¬ 
plane  which  would  be  suitable  for  all  of 
the  services.  The  objective  was  highly 
desirable.  A  great  effort  was  made  to 
achieve  it,  but  as  we  look  back  with 
20/20  hindsight,  and  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  would  agree,  it  was 
a  mistake  to  imdertake  to  make  the 
F-111  conform  to  the  Navy’s  require¬ 
ments,  which  are  in  some  ways  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  Air  Force  requirements. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Yes,  but  we  did  not  realize 
that  at  the  time.  The  defense  officials 
again  felt  that  this  was  a  way  to  save 
money.  They  made  a  very  determined 
effort.  The  effort  failed  and  we  have  to 
share  in  the  blame  because  we  financed 
what  we  thought  would  be  a  workable 
concept. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  think  all  of 
us  are  indebted  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  to  the  second  ranking 
member  of  the  defense  subcommittee 
and  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee  for  this  colloquy  which  is 
putting  some  of  these  things  in  the 
proper  perspective,  particularly  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  ABM  system.  I  think  this 
colloquy  has  made  it  clear  that  we  do  not, 
as  a  practical  matter,  have  a  choice  be¬ 
tween  the  development  of  the  ABM  sys¬ 
tem  on  the  one  hand  and  some  agree¬ 
ment  or  other  limiting  arms  on  the 
other.  Quite  to  the  contrary,  if  we  were 
to  unilaterally  make  the  decision  and 
announce  to  the  world,  as  some  of  our 
colleagues  would  have  us  do,  that  we  are 
not  going  to  defend  ourselves  against  the 
ICBM,  we  would  thereby  destroy  our 
capability  of  reaching  any  meaningful 
agreement  with  reference  to  either  the 
ICBM  or  the  ABM. 

Certainly,  if  we  announce  beforehand 
that  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  defend 
ourselves,  and  that  we  do  not  intend  to  be 
in  a  position  to  defend  ourselves,  then 
we  would  be  going  to  the  conference 
table  with  no  cards  at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this 
additional  time,  first,  to  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  for 
this  contribution  which  is  sound,  logical 
and  meaningful. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  seems  to  make  news  to 
be  against  a  major  defense  program,  at 
this  time  the  ABM,  but  it  does  not  make 
new’s  to  be  in  favor  of  providing  this  bar¬ 
rier  against  an  attack  which  might  come 
from  China  or  from  the  Soviet  Union. 

There  has  been  so  much  talk  in  the 
country  and  so  many  news  columns  writ¬ 
ten  in  opposition  to  our  building  a  de¬ 
fense  system  designed  to  help  to  protect 
the  lives  of  American  citizens  and  to 
avoid  World  War  III,  it  occurs  to  me 
that  it  is  well  for  the  world  to  know  that 
there  are  many — and  in  my  opinion  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  people  in  this 
country  who  believe  that  this  kind  of 
protection,  as  imperfect  as  it  may  be,  is 
something  we  must  seek  to  attain. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  gentleman  and  my 
colleagues  for  making  reference  to  these 
matters.  No  one  can  convince  me  that 
the  people  of  the  United  States  want  to 
be  second  best  when  it  comes  to  self- 
defense.  I  do  not  think  that  we  want  our 
country  to  be  second  best,  and  I  predict 
it  will  not  be  second  best.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Let  me  add  that  the  de¬ 
ployment  of  the  ABM  system,  which  is 
now  proposed,  does  not  mean  that  we 
will  have  an  imperfect  system.  We  will 
have  a  system  which  has  the  benefit  of 
years  of  research  and  development,  and 
as  deployment  progresses,  it  will  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  build  into  it  any  improvements 
which  the  state  of  the  art  permits,  to 
insure  that  we  will  have  a  fully  work¬ 
able  and  an  effective  system. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Is  not  one  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  obectives  of  those  of  us  who  support 
the  ABM  to  bring  about  a  situation  which 
will  enable  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union — and  other  countries,  we 
hope — to  make  some  reduction  in  arms 
expenditures?  That,  after  all,  is  our  ob¬ 
jective.  I  would  hope  we  can  join  to¬ 
gether  in  this  effort  and  eventually 
through  these  procedm’es  bring  to  a  low¬ 
er  figure  the  vast  resources  we  have  to 
provide  for  defense. 

Mr.  SIKES.  That  is  our  objective.  It 
is  what  we  are  working  toward,  and  I 
believe  it  is  a  meaningful  step  in  "that 
direction. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Clhairman,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  8 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Ryan)  . 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  un¬ 
fortunate  and  regrettable  that  the  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  before  us 
lumps  together  fimds  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  and  essential  for  important  domes¬ 
tic  programs  with  a  request,  as  set  forth 
in  title  I,  for  some  $1.2  billion  for  addi¬ 
tional  support  for  military  operations  in 
Southeast  Asia. 
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Once  again  we  are  faced  with  a  choice 
of  either  approving  the  entire  package 
recommended  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  and  thereby  allocating  still 
more  funds  to  the  prosecution  of  the  war 
in  Vietnam,  or  having  to  vote  against  the 
entire  supplemental  appropriation  bill. 
I  regret  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  put  us  in  this  situation  again. 
There  is  strong  and  conscientious  oppo¬ 
sition  to  continuing  to  fimd  the  war,  and 
Members  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
vote  separately  on  the  $1.2  billion  for 
military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia. 

When  the  bill  is  open  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule,  I  intend  to  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment  to  strike  title  I  of  this 
bill,  in  order  to  eliminate  the  $1.2  billion 
earmarked  for  Southeast  Asian  military 
operations.  This  would  permit  us  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  this  question. 
However,  of  course,  we  know  under  the 
parliamentary  procedure  followed,  there 
would  be  no  opportunity  for  a  rollcall 
vote.  If  my  amendment  does  not  prevail, 
then  I  intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  if  I  have  the  opportunity. 

I  believe  that  as  long  as  these  funds 
remain  in  this  bill,  it  should  be  defeated. 
I  have  pointed  out  that  one-third  is  al¬ 
located  for  the  prosecution  of  the  war  in 
Vietnam.  We  have  already  allocated  for 
this  fiscal  year  some  $27  or  $28  billion  for 
the  war  in  Vietnam.  Now  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  again  with  another  supplemen¬ 
tal  request. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  things  that  has  been  undertaken  in 
this  bill  is  to  provide  additional  funds 
for  the  equipping  of  the  South  Vietna¬ 
mese  military  forces,  so  that  a  lesser  ef¬ 
fort  will  be  required  by  the  U.S.  forces. 
I  believe  that  this  portion  of  the  plan — 
of  transferring  to  the  Government  of 
South  Vietnam  a  greater  responsibility 
for  fighting  the  war  and  maintaining  the 
peace  when  the  war  comes  to  an  end — 
probably  would  meet  with  the  approval 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
appreciate  it  if  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  the  chaiiman  of  the  committee, 
would  spell  out  exactly  how  much  of  the 
funds  in  the  bill  is  for  equipping  the 
forces  for  South  Vietnam.  But  it  Is  clear 
also  from  the  testimony,  as  I  read  it,  that 
the  supplemental  provides  funds  for  ap¬ 
proximately  17,400  more  American  serv¬ 
icemen  than  were  planned  originally  in 
the  fiscal  year  1969. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
Army  procurement  portion  of  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us,  of  the  $640  million,  there  are 
$393.7  million  for  U.S.  forces  and  $246.4 
million  for  the  South  Vietnamese  Armed 
Forces  modernization  and  improvement 
program.  So  a  quarter  of  a  billion  in  this 
bill  is  for  the  irnprovement  and  modern¬ 
ization  of  the  equipment  of  the  South 
Vietnamese  forces.  It  is  this  quarter  bil¬ 
lion  that  the  gentleman  from  Texas  had 
in  mind  in  propounding  the  inquiry  of 
the  gentleman.  There  are  additional 
sums  related  to  this  procurement,  such 
as  $50  million  for  the  transportation  of 
equipment,  and  so  forth. 


Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate 
the  explanation  of  the  chairman.  Never¬ 
theless,  that  does  leave  for  U.S.  Southeast 
Asian  military  operations  approximately 
$1  billion — a  little  less  perhaps.  And  it 
raises  a  further  question  about  our  over¬ 
all  policy  in  Vietnam  in  relation  to  the 
forces  of  South  Vietnam. 

In  any  event,  let  me  point  out  that 
a/ccording  to  the  testimony,  on  page  361, 
of  General  Taylor,  the  supplemental 
also  provides  fimds  for  17,400  more 
troops,  that  is  U.S.  troops,  than  had  been 
originally  intended. 

It  also  provides  funds  for  a  50-percent 
increase  in  bombing  by  B-52’s  in  South 
Vietnam.  I  should  point  out  that  in  an¬ 
swering  a  question  raised  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Andrews),  General  Crow  said  that  the 
effect  of  the  B-52  bombings  was  to  make 
certain  areas  of  South  Vietnam  look  like 
the  surface  of  the  moon.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  then  observed  that  the 
United  States  has  used  more  bombs  in 
Vietnam  than  in  World  War  II  and 
asked : 

I  wonder  how  it  is  going  to  look  when  we 
get  through  over  there.  Wiil  it  be  habitable? 
(Hearings,  p.  296) . 

I  think  that  is  a  good  question :  Will  it 
be  habitable?  Will  anything  be  left?  Or 
will  we  continue  to  destroy  the  country 
in  order  to  save  it? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  this  bill  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  funds  to  send  additional  American 
fighting  men  to  South  Vietnam.  It  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  payment  of  the  men  who 
were  sent  over  there  as  a  result  of  the 
Tet  offensive  which  caused  us  to  in¬ 
crease  our  forces.  It  is  not  the  intent  of 
this  bill  to  increase  our  manpower  in 
South  Vietnam. 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  understand  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument.  The  impact,  neverthe¬ 
less,  is  to  provide  funds  for  a  higher  level 
of  troops  there  than  had  been  budgeted 
for  fiscal  year  1969. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the 
point  the  gentleman  is  making  and  the 
point  the  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  made,  the  planned 
strength  for  U.S.  forces  in  Southeast  Asia 
has  not  been  reached  as  yet,  but  the 
reason  we  are  implementing  funds  in  this 
supplemental  bill  is  because  the  Tet  of¬ 
fensive  did  extensive  damage  over  there 
and  made  it  necessary  for  us  to  commit 
more  troops  and  more  ammunition  and 
other  equipment. 

Then,  the  seizure  of  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo 
by  Communist  North  Korea  took  place. 
It  caused  us  to  supplement  our  efforts  in 
the  Korean  area. 

It  was  aggressive  action  by  North  Viet¬ 
nam  and  North  Korea  which  made  this 
supplemental  which  is  before  us  neces¬ 
sary.  We  are  just  supplying  additional 
funds  for  those  two  aggressive  actions  by 
the  Commimlsts.  That  Is  the  purpose  of 
this  supplemental 
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Mr.  RYAN.  I  do  not  quite  understand 
how  funds  for  the  Korean  situation  come 
under  title  I,  which  is  entitled  “Military 
Operations  In  Southeast  Asia.” 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  will  explain  it. 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  do  not  have  sufficient 
time. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  more  minutes. 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  At  the  time  of  the 
Pueblo  incident,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  the  Senate,  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bUls,  had  included  fimds  for 
Korea  with  funds  for  Southeast  Asia. 

I  might  point  out  to  the  gentleman 
that  there  are  South  Korean  troops  who 
are  helping  the  United  States  and  the 
South  Vietnamese  effort  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam. 

Mr.  RYAN.  This  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  before  us  because  of  an 
underestimation  of  the  cost  of  the  war  in 
Southeast  Asia.  Each  year  for  the  past 
5  years  Congress  has  been  asked  to  ap¬ 
propriate  supplemental  money  for  the 
war  in  Vietnam. 

I  have  pointed  out  on  each  one  of  those 
occasions— in  1965,  1966,  1967,  1968,  and 
now  1969 — that  the  only  means  the 
House  has  to  change  the  Vietnam  poUcy 
is  to  exercise  the  power  of  the  purse.  This 
bill  presents  us  with  another  opportunity 
to  vote  on  the  conduct  of  the  war. 

Since  last  May,  when  the  Paris  peace 
talks  were  started,  over  12,000  American 
servicemen  have  been  killed  in  this  war. 
There  is  no  end  in  sight.  The  only  way 
that  the  Congress,  if  It  feels  that  this  war 
must  be  ended,  as  I  do,  can  exercise  any 
mfiuence  on  the  direction  of  our  foreign 
policy  in  Southeast  Asia,  is  to  vote  “No” 
to  these  funds. 

Therefore,  I  will  offer  an  amendment 
under  the  5 -minute  rule  to  strike  title  I. 
I  hope  it  will  have  wide  support  so  that 
we  will  be  able  to  separate  out  the  money 
for  Southeast  Asia  military  operations 
from  the  very  essential  funds  contained 
in  this  bUl  for  domestic  programs. 

Almost  one-third  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  is  for  military  operations  In  South¬ 
east  Asia.  H.R.  11400  provides  total  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $3,783,212,766.  Of  this, 
$1,234,000,000  or  about  31  percent  is  al¬ 
located  for  Southeast  Asia.  This  is  above 
and  beyond  an  estimated  $27.6  billion 
which  Congress  has  already  appropri¬ 
ated  for  Vietnam  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

Although  President  Nixon  said  In  his 
nationwide  television  address  last  Wed¬ 
nesday  that  he  intends  to  seek  a  mutual 
withdrawal  of  American  and  North 
Vietnamese  troops  from  South  Vietnam, 
testimony  from  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  suggests  an  increase  in 
the  size  and  scope  of  our  military  opera¬ 
tion  in  Vietnam.  The  testimony  of  Gen. 
A.  B.  Taylor,  director  of  the  Army 
budget,  reveals  that  approximately  17.- 
400  more  soldiers  were  deployed  in 
Southeast  Asia  then  were  originally 
specified  in  the  fiscal  year  1969  budget. 
According  to  General  Taylor,  these 
troops  were  not  sent  as  replacements  but 
as  additions  to  the  existing  force.  Gen¬ 
eral  Taylor  went  on  to  say  that  addi¬ 
tional  troops  would  be  deployed  during 
the  next  fiscal  year.  Hearings  on  second 
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supplemental  appropriations  bill,  1969, 
page  361. 

For  5  years  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  bills  have  been  used  to  esc^ate  the 
war  and  to  deepen  our  military  commit¬ 
ment  in  Southeast  Asia.  Although  the 
appropriations  sought  in  this  bill  may 
not  result  in  the  dramatic  escalation 
that  has  occurred  in  thep  ast,  they  will 
nonetheless  be  used  to  increase  still 
further  the  killing  and  destruction  that 
continues  in  Vietnam. 

Each  year  the  costs  of  the  war  have 
been  underestimated  im  the  initial 
budget.  This  happened  in  1965,  1966, 
1967,  1968,  and  now  again  in  1969.  But 
each  year  the  Congress  has  chosen  to 
abdicate  its  responsibility  to  pass  judg¬ 
ment  on  the  war  and  has,  instead,  chan¬ 
neled  more  money  into  the  quagmire  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

For  5  years  now,  the  critics  of  the  war 
In  Vietnam  have  been  urging  that  we 
pursue  alternative  policies  in  Southeast 
Asia.  In  1964,  I  urged  a  specific  strategy 
for  the  neutralization  of  Southeast  Asia 
to  avoid  broadening  the  conflict.  But  the 
conflict  was  broadened.  In  1965,  I  argued 
against  the  Americanization  of  the  war 
and  against  escalating  our  military  com¬ 
mitment.  But  the  war  was  Americanized 
and  our  commitment  escalated.  In  1966, 
I  tried  again  to  point  to  the  policy  alter¬ 
natives  available  to  us.  But  the  choice  of 
continued  escalation  was  made.  In  1967, 
I  called  again  for  renewed  diplomatic 
efforts  and  an  end  to  the  bombing  in  the 
north.  But  diplomacy  was  secondary  to 
the  continued  attempt  to  impose  a  mili¬ 
tary  solution. 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  in  my  remarks, 
the  request  for  supplemental  funds  for 
Southeast  Asian  military  operations  has 
been  tied  in  to  other  appropriations  for 
some  vital  domestic  programs  which  I 
support  and,  in  some  cases,  have  even 
proposed. 

On  January  30, 1  introduced  an  omni¬ 
bus  supplementary  appropriation  bill, 
H.R.  5562,  to  fully  fund  several  Important 
programs  established  under  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 
Later,  I  reintroduced  this  legislation  with 
29  cosponsors — H.R.  7760,  H.R.  7761.  This 
legislation  would  provide  supplementary 
appropriations  to  bring  the  section  235 
homeownership  program,  the  section  236 
rental  and  cooperative  housing  program, 
the  rent  supplement  program,  the  urban 
renewal  program,  and  the  urban  renewal 
component  of  the  model  cities  program 
to  the  full  amount  of  funding  authorized 
by  Congress. 

The  bill  before  us  today  includes  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  three  pro¬ 
grams — section  235,  section  236,  and  low- 
rent  public  housing  program.  Both  sec¬ 
tion  235  and  section  236  would  receive  an 
additional  $40  million  for  fiscal  year 
1969 — which  still  leaves  each  program 
$10  million  less  than  the  amount  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress.  The  low-rent  public 
housing  program — which  remains  the 
only  effective  way  to  reach  low-income 
people  in  our  larger  cities — would  receive 
an  additional  $7,168,000  for  fiscal  year 
1968  and  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1969 
in  contract  authorization. 

While  I  am  pleased  that  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  has  recommended  sup¬ 


plementary  appropriations  to  these  three 
programs,  I  am  disappointed  that  the  bill 
does  not  provide  additional  funds  for  the 
rent  supplement  program,  the  urban  re¬ 
newal  program,  or  the  urban  renewal 
sector  of  the  model  cities  program.  Each 
year  the  rent  supplement  program  has 
been  starved  for  funds;  the  current  fiscal 
year  is  no  exception.  While  the  adminis¬ 
tration  recommended  $65  million  for  rent 
supplements  for  fiscal  year  1969,  Con¬ 
gress  appropriated  only  $30  million.  Sim¬ 
ilarly,  urban  renewal  in  model  cities,  al¬ 
though  it  was  authorized  to  receive  $500 
million,  has  appropriated  only  $312 
million. 

These  programs  must  be  funded  to  the 
full  amount  authorized  by  Congress  if 
we  are  to  mount  an  effective  attack  on 
the  crisis  in  urban  housing  which  con¬ 
fronts  this  Nation.  As  has  been  the  case 
so  often  before,  the  appropriations  pro¬ 
vided  for  Southeast  Aslan  military 
operations  in  H.R.  11400  alone  are 
greater  than  the  amount  which  would 
he  required  to  fully  fund  these  vital 
housing  programs. 

I  am  also  disturbed  that  a  request  from 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  for  an  additional  $2  mil¬ 
lion  to  carry  out  fair  housing  activities 
under  title  VIH  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1968  was  denied  by  the  committee. 
As  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Sec¬ 
retary  Romney  stated  in  his  testimony 
in  support  of  this  appropriation: 

“It  Is  simply  impossible  to  attain  this  goal 
(providing  a  decent  home  in  a  suitable  liv¬ 
ing  environment  for  every  American  family) 
without  a  major  and  continuing  effort  in 
pursuit  of  fair  housing  for  every  person  in 
this  country.”  (Parenthesis  added)  (Hear¬ 
ings  on  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Bill,  1969,  p.  570.) 

At  present,  the  fair  housing  program 
has  received  only  $2  million  to  carry  on 
that  effort  from  Congress.  If  fair  hous¬ 
ing  is  to  be  guaranteed  in  this  country, 
we  must  allocate  more  resources  to  pur¬ 
suing  that  goal. 

No  doubt  the  argument  will  be  made 
that,  since  the  pending  bill  contains 
funds  for  several  agencies  which  require 
supplemental  allocations  for  their  oper¬ 
ations,  as  well  as  for  programs,  such  as 
section  235  and  section  236,  it  should  be 
supported  despite  the  title  I  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  war.  I  can  not  accept  that 
argument,  which  ignores  two  basic  fac¬ 
tors. 

First,  if  the  House  refused  to  approve 
this  bill  as  long  as  it  contained  war  ap¬ 
propriations  funds  earmarked  for  mili¬ 
tary  operations  in  Vietnam  would  be  re¬ 
moved;  and  the  other  parts  of  the  bill 
would  come  back  to  the  floor. 

Second,  and  more  basic,  it  must  be 
recognized  that  vital  domestic  programs 
will  not  be  funded  adequately  until  the 
bloody  and  costly  war  in  Vietnam  is  end¬ 
ed.  So  long  as  appropriations  bills  con¬ 
tinue  to  allocate  one-third  of  our  avail¬ 
able  resources  to  Southeast  Asian  mili¬ 
tary  operations — as  this  one  does — our 
cities  will  continue  to  rot,  and  the  social 
fabric  of  our  Nation  will  continue  to  be 
ripped  apart.  We  will  never  mount  the 
concentrated  attack  on  the  multitude  of 
domestic  problems  facing  us — including 
housing,  education,  discrimination,  and 


pollution — so  long  as  these  programs  re¬ 
ceive  only  leftover  scale  allocations.  The 
solution  of  our  domestic  crisis,  in  other 
words,  must  be  preceded  by  an  end  to  the 
war  in  Vietnam. 

For  5  years  the  Congress  has  acqui¬ 
esced  in  a  disastrous  policy.  Some  35,000 
American  servicemen  have  been  killed, 
and  many  more  wounded  and  crippled. 
The  cmmtry  which  we  supposedly  set  out 
to  save  today  lies  in  chaos  and  ruin.  For 
5  long  years  the  resources  of  this  country 
have  been  poured  into  an  ill-conceived 
war,  only  to  see  our  policymakers  return 
the  next  year  with  requests  for  still  more 
funds. 

How  long  will  this  war  go  on?  An¬ 
other  year?  Another  2  years?  Another 
3  years? 

If  we  are  truly  concerned  with  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  war — after  it  was 
thoroughly  and  roundly  repudiated  in 
the  elections  of  last  year;  if  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  that  after  1  year  of  negotia¬ 
tions  in  Paris  we  have  not  achieved 
peace;  if  we  are  truly  desirous  of  termi¬ 
nating  the  death  and  distraction  which 
continue  to  be  wreaked  on  a  small  and 
unhappy  nation — then  let  us  now  call  a 
halt  to  this  war  through  the  only  power 
the  House  possesses;  the  power  of  the 
purse. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  state  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
that  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  committee 
to  have  read  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
bill,  which  deals  with  “Military  person¬ 
nel,  Army,”  lines  6  and  7  on  page  2,  and 
then  I  expect  to  move  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  rise.  Of  course,  amendments  will  be 
in  order,  but  I  expect  to  be  recognized 
by  the  chairman  to  move  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  rise,  and  then  the  amendment 
period  would  come  tomorrow. 

I  should  like  to  say  further  that  it 
is  proposed  on  tomorrow  before  we  begin 
further  consideration  of  the  bill,  that 
the  Rules  Committee  will  offer  a  rule 
which  will  make  in  order  the  expendi¬ 
ture  limitation,  which  is  carried  in  title 
rv  of  the  bill. 

So,  if  the  rule  is  adopted — and,  of 
course,  we  hope  it  will  be  adopted — we 
will  proceed  with  the  reading  of  the  bill 
under  the  5-minute  rule. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  language  that  you 
would  have  read  this  afternoon,  do  I 
understand,  goes  to  line  7  on  page  2? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes.  It  would  end  at 
the  figure  $110  million  in  line  7  on  page  2. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  includes  no  lan¬ 
guage,  then,  that  is  subject  to  a  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  MAHON.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  rule  is  designed  to 
waive  points  of  order. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  rule  is  designed  to 
protect  against  points  of  order  only  in 
title  IV,  which  relates  to  the  expenditure 
limitation.  It  will  not  protect  any  other 
part  of  the  bill  than  the  expenditure 
limitation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  has  expired.  All  time 
has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows :  - 
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H.R.  11400 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  supply  supplemental  approria- 
tions  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Second 
Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  1969’’)  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes,  namely: 

TITLE  I 

MILITARY  OPERA’TIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST 
ASIA 

DEPARTMENT  OP  DEFENSE — MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Military  Personnel,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military 
personnel.  Army”,  $110,000,000. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Holifield,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  Members  speak¬ 
ing  on  the  bill  this  afternoon  may  be 
permitted  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  and  that  I  may  be  permitted  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks  and  insert 
certain  tables  and  excerpts  relating  to 
the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATOR 
ATTEMP'UNG  TO  COVER  UP 
FUENTES  AFFAIR 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  extraneous  matter.)  / 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  «m 
April  26,  Mr.  Hilary  Sandoval,  Jr.yrhe 
Administrator  of  the  Small  Buginess 
Administration,  appeared  before  the 
Banking  and  Currency  CommitteJe  to  dis¬ 
cuss  an  SBA  loan  to  a  New  ^rk  com¬ 
pany  with  alleged  imderwo^  ties. 

Shortly  before  the  hear^g,  I  received 
a  telegram  from  the  Hpnorable  Henry 
B.  Gonzalez,  a  distinguished  member  of 
the  committee,  conc^ning  “an  alleged 
shakedown”  of  a  sr^ll  business  loan  ap¬ 
plicant  by  Mr.  Albert  Fuentes,  special 
assistant  to  Mr.  ^ndoval. 

The  telegrai:^ollows : 

/  Washington,  D.C., 

/  April  25,  1969. 

Hon.  Wrigi^Patman, 

Washingt()in,  D.C.: 

Affida^s  in  my  possession  and  on  file  with 
the  Fe4eral  Bureau  of  Investigation  show 
that  ^lere  is  reason  to  believe  that  Albert 
Fue^es,  special  assistant  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor;  Small  Business  Administration,  has  en¬ 
gaged  in  or  attempted  to  engage  in  shake- 
/ 


downs  of  SBA  loan  recipients.  I  have  re¬ 
quested  the  administrator  to  suspend 
Fuentes  pending  fuU  investigation  and  re¬ 
quest  that  you  join  in  this  action.  I  request 
that  the  committee  under  your  able  leader¬ 
ship  investigate  all  loans  either  made  or 
pending  in  Texas  ofiices  of  SBA  since  Fuentes 
entered  his  position  and  that  investigation 
be  made  particularly  in  the  S^n  Antonio  area. 

Sincerely, 

Henry  B.  Gonzalez, 

Member  of  Congress. 

When  Mr.  Sandoval  appeared  before 
the  committee,  I  asked  him  to  look  into 
the  Fuentes  situation  and  to  report  his 
finding  to  the  committee.  Mr.  Sandoval 
agreed  to  this  request.  The  transcript  of 
the  hearing  clearly  spells  out  what  in¬ 
formation  Mr.  Sandoval  was  to  provide. 
The  transcript  states: 

The  Chairman.  Now  I  will  ask  you  to  take 
this  telegram  and  give  me  a  report  on  Mr. 
Fuentes.  You  can  do  that,  I  assume? 

Mr.  Sandoval.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  also  to  give  me  all  the 
information  about  the  loans  in  the  San 
Antonio  area. 

Mr.  Sandoval.  Yes,  sir. 

\  The  Chairman.  And  if  any  of  them  pro- 
Y^e  your  thinking  along  the  lines  as  not 
betaig  regular,  call  them  to  our  attention.  / 

Ml  Sandoval.  Yes,  sir.  / 

Folnwing  Mr.  Sandoval’s  appearmime, 
I  leam^that  SBA  investigators  h^vis- 
ited  theNSan  Antonio  SBA  of^  and 
looked  int\^the  Fuentes  situation.  After 
allowing  a  ns^onable  length  m  time  for 
the  investigawrs’  report  to  Xm  forwarded 
to  Washington>I  wrote  to  Mv.  Sandoval 
on  May  12.  The  ibttex  as^Mr.  Sandoval 
not  only  to  provi^  th^Fuentes  report 
but  also  to  furnish  tH^ommittee  with  a 
docvunent  that  is  extremely  important  to 
the  committee’s  inyesti^tion  of  the  New 
York  loan  to  the/allege^criminal  con¬ 
trolled  company/ The  lett^follows : 

/  mW  12,  1969. 

Mr.  Hilary  S/^doval,  Jr.,  \ 

Administrate,  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion,  Washington,  D.C.  \ 

Dear  Mr.  Sandoval:  It  has  come  \p  my 
attentiOT  that  a  memo  dated  JanuaW  5, 
1967, /from  Mr.  William  Bowling  to  then 
Sm^  Business  Administration  Administr^ 
tor/  Bernard  Boutin,  contains  a  great  deah 

background  information  concerning  SBA’s 
/nvolvement  with  A.N.R.  Leasing  Corpora¬ 
tion.  This  memo  is  of  vital  importance  to 
the  Committee’s  examination  of  the  A.N.R. 
loans  and  because  of  this,  it  is  imperative 
that  the  Committee  be  given  a  copy  of  the 
complete  memo  immediately. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  there  may  be 
a  problem  in  releasing  the  memo  in  that  it 
contains  FBI  and  Justice  Department  in¬ 
formation.  In  this  regard,  it  would  be  ap¬ 
preciated  if  you  would  take  action  to  secure 
the  release  of  the  memo  from  the  Justice 
Department  and  immediately  forward  it  to 
the  Committee. 

In  addition,  you  will  remember  that  dur¬ 
ing  your  appearance  before  the  Committee 
on  April  26th,  I  asked  you  to  make  a  com¬ 
plete  Investigation  of  the  charges  made 
against  Mr.  Albert  Fuentes.  While  I  realize 
you  have  turned  the  matter  over  to  the  FBI, 
it  is  my  understanding  that  SBA  investi¬ 
gators  have  been  looking  into  Mr.  Fuentes’ 
relationship  with  the  San  Antonio  office.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  importance  of  this  matter,  it 
would  be  appreciated  if  you  would  immedi¬ 
ately  Inform  the  Committee  as  to  the  re¬ 
sults  of  your  investigation  of  this  incident 
and  also  if  any  other  loans  involving  alleged 
Improper  action  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Fuentes 


have  been  uncovered.  Your  earliest  reply 
would  be  appreciated.  > 

Sincerely,  / 

Wright  Patman,  X 
ChairmM. 

It  is  quite  cleai’  from  even  y  most 
casual  reading  of  the  letter  that  J!wo  dif¬ 
ferent  subjects  are  covered  in  ine  letter. 
The  staff  of  the  Banking  ama  Currency 
Committee  had  been  infonned  by  SBA 
officials  that  the  memo  frmrfi  Mr.  Bowling 
to  Mr.  Boutin  contain^  information 
from  the  FBI  and  Jimice  Department 
and  that  permissiorywould  have  to  be 
obtained  from  thes^ departments  to  re¬ 
lease  the  memo.  B/Kiause  of  this,  my  let¬ 
ter  specifically  asked  Sandoval  to  take 
action  to  secune  release  of  the  memo  to 
the  committ^  because  of  its  important 
nature  to  oiyr  investigation. 

The  lasl^aragraph  of  the  letter  deals 
solely  wyCti  Mr.  Sandoval’s  promise  to 
supply  iKne  committee  with  the  report  on 
the  Fuentes  case. 

lyooes  not  suggest  that  the  Fuentes 
reoort,  promised  the  committee  by  Mr. 
^ndoval,  should  be  turned  over  to  the 
lUustice  Department,  nor  does  the  letter 
make  any  reference  to  the  Justice  De¬ 
partment  in  connection  with  the  Fuentes 
case. 

After  the  letter  was  sent  to  Mr.  San¬ 
doval,  a  member  of  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  staff  called  SBA  to 
find  out  when  the  Fuentes  repor':  would 
be  made  available.  He  was  assured  that 
the  report  would  be  in  the  committee 
office  the  following  morning,  along  with 
some  other  material  that  the  committee 
had  requested.  The  following  morning, 
SBA  did  send  information  concerning 
its  lending  activities  in  cases  under  study 
by  the  committee,  but  did  not  send  the 
Fuentes  report.  'The  SBA  official  who 
brought  the  material  to  the  committee 
stated  that  he  did  not  have  a  copy  of  the 
Fuentes  report  but  that  he  would  call 
back  to  his  office  and  make  certain  that 
the  report  was  placed  on  his  desk  and 
that  he  would  personally  hand  deliver  the 
report  that  afternoon.  Later  in  the  day, 
still  another  SBA  official  reported  to  the 
committee  staff  that  the  committee 
Syould  not  be  able  to  get  a  copy  of  the 
r^ort  that  afternoon  because,  “I  do  not 
knW  where  a  copy  of  the  report  is  and 
eveiFsif  I  did,  I  do  not  have  authority 
to  rel^e  it.” 

He  s^  that  Mr.  Sandoval  was  out  of 
town  andVould  not  be  reached.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  day,  several  members  of  the 
Banking  an\  Currency  Committee  staff 
attempted  to  ^tain  copies  of  the  report 
but  were  unsuccessful.  The  reason  given 
at  that  time  forsthe  report  not  being 
made  available  w^  that  Mr.  Sandoval 
was  out  of  town  am  the  report  could 
not  be  released  witmmt  his  approval. 
When  the  committee  scaff  attempted  to 
locate  Mr.  Sandoval  th^were  told  by 
his  office  that —  \ 

He  is  in  New  York  but  I  don’w^now  where 
to  get  in  touch  with  him  or  ei^tly  where 
he  is.  \ 

The  following  day,  Mr.  JamesSReed, 
congressional  relations  director  forT^A, 
called  the  committee  staff  to  state  naat 
the  Fuentes  report  had  been  turned  oi^ 
to  the  Justice  Department  and  woul® 
not  be  made  available  to  the  committee. 
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House  passed  sec^d  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  S^ate  committee  voted 
to  report  several  wilderness  bills.  Rep.  Findley  stated  \e  will  offer  amend¬ 
ment  to  estab^sh  $20,000  farm  payment  limitation.  Rep.  Sciwengel  favored 
legislation/co  curtail  tax-dodge  farming.  Rep.  Hamilton  obj^ted  to  proposed 
cut  in  rural  water  systems  funds.  Rep.  Price,  Tex.,  introduc^  and  discussed 
bill  to  ^crease  loan  limitation  on  certain  FHA  loans. 
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HOUSE 


1.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  347-46,  with  amendments  H.  R.  11400, 

the  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill  (pp.  H3903-32).  Rejected, 

49-165,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hall  to  eliminate  the  House  Members'  pay 
raise  for  the  balance  of  fiscal  year  1970  (pp.  H3924-5)  and  an  amendment 
by  Rep.  Cohelan,  to  eliminate  the  limitation  on  fiscal  year  1970  budget 
outlays  from  the  bill  (pp.  H3927).  A  motion  by  Rep.  Cederberg  to  recommit 
the  bill  was  rejected  (p.  H3932). 

2.  TAXATION.  Rep.'Wanik  opposed  any  extension  of  the  surtax.  p.  ^902 

Rep.  Patman  Exported  the  repeal  of  the  7 -percent  investmt^t  tax 
credit  and  some  oraer  means  of  investment  help  "provided  toy  small  busi¬ 
ness  only."  pp.  H3'S(42-3. 

Rep.  Schwengel  st^ed  "one  measure  that  must  be  indued  in  any  overall 
reform  program  is  the  \urtailment  or ..  .complete  abolit^n  of  the  tax  gimmick 
whereby  wealthy  individuals  and  corporations  are  able/to  set  up  farm  and 
ranch  operations  purely  for  tax  reduction  purposes.^  pp.  H3990-1 

Rep.  Miller,  Ohio,  stat^  that  tax  reform  hearii^gs  disclosed  "abuses 
of  the  exemptions  granted  laWe  educational  and  ^ari table  foundations" 
and  the  "inequities  of  tax-sh^tered  trust  func^,  farm- loss  deductions," 
etc.  p.  H3991 

3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Findley  announc^  that  wfien  the  USDA  appropriation  bill 

is  brought  up  it  is  his  intention  to\off^  an  amendment  to  establish  a 
$20,000  limit  on  individual  farm  paymentta.  He  inserted  a  listing  of 
recipients  whose  payments  under  the  fg^i^ programs  in  1968  exceeded  $25,000, 
pp.  H3943-80 

4.  LOBBYING.  Received  a  listing  of  r^^istration\  and  quarterly  reports  by  per¬ 

sons  engaged  in  lobbying  activijAes.  pp.  H39^-4027 

5.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Perkins  insert^  a  statement  by  th^National  Chairman,  Anti- 

Defamation  League  of  B'nai  ^rith,  urging  Congres^'to  intensify  our  com¬ 
mitment  to  end  poverty  iny&nerica."  pp.  H3986-7 

6.  FOOD  INSPECTION;  CONSUMB^l  PROTECTION.  Rep.  Foley  commerced  the  Amalgamated 

Meat  Cutters  and  Butc^r  Workmen,  AFL-CIO,  for  its  suppo^  of  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  ^gislation  and  inserted  the  union's  p^icy  statement 
on  consumer  protec^on  concerning  food.  pp.  H3940-1 


7.  CIGARETTE  LABELl^.  Rep,  Fuqua  opposed  the  Federal  Trade  Commi' 
"drastic  regulation  of  cigarette  labeling  and  advertising."  p, 


>ion '  s 
13902 


8.  SHOES.  Rep^ Wyman  urged  all  Members  to  join  in  signing  a  letter  appealing 
to  the  P^sident  for  action  now  to  help  protect  the  American  footweai 
industry  from  foreign  imports.  p.  H3901,  H3987-8 

6 a. APP. '.0^1  ATI 0MB.  Tlie  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  until  midnight  im 
to  file  a  report  on  the  Treasury-Post  Office  Departments  appropria'W 
bill.  p.  H3902 
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WASHINGTON,  WEDNESDAY,  MAY  21,  1969 


Senate 


The  Senate  was  not  in\ession  today.  Its  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  Friday,  May/23,  1969,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 


Hk  ise  of  Kepresenmtives 


Wednesday,  May  21,  196j 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  Father  Ward  W.  White,  Vincen¬ 
tian  Fathers  House  of  Studies,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

O  God,  You  who  have  taught  us  to  call 
You  our  Father,  we  need  a  father’s  care. 
We  are  tired.  Lord,  grant  us  energy.  We 
are  fearful,  grant  us  courage.  We  are 
nearsighted,  grant  us  vision.  We  are  in 
turmoil,  grant  us  peace.  When  we  grow 
callous,  teach  us  compassion.  When  we 
are  tempted,  teach  us  integrity.  When 
we  grow  haughty,  teach  us  true  perspec¬ 
tive. 

Grant  the  Cuban  people.  Lord,  a  full 
share  in  Your  courage.  Your  vision.  Your 
peace,  and  that  freedom  without  which 
human  life  is  not  fully  human.  This  we 
ask  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus.  Amen. 


1888.  An  act  to  change  the  composition 
of  tKn  Commission  for  Extensi^  of  the 
U.S.  Ctoitol. 


THE  CRlSffS  FOR  THE  AMERICAN 
FOOTWEAR  INDUSTRY 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  q# 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 


A  message  from  the  Sena^  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,yannounced 
that  the  Senate  had  pa^ed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  Hpose  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

H.R.  2948.  An  act  for  J&ie  relief  of  Maria 
Prescilla  Caramanzana;, 

H.R.  3464.  An  act  f^  the  relief  of  Maria 
Balluardo  Frasca;  ai 

H.R.  8188.  An  acyto  provide  for  the  strik¬ 
ing  of  medals  in  commemoration  of  the  100th 
anniversary  of  Jme  founding  of  the  city  of 
Wichita,  Kans 


The  menage  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  h^d  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  m  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
Hou^/ls  requested: 

SJre4.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Irene 
G.^ueja; 

3. 620.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Richard 
^igil;  and 


(Mr.  WYMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  alW^ss  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  ^d  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  ei^aneous  matter.) 

Mr.  WYMAJ^  Mr.  Ss^aker,  the  present 
threat  to  theAmericantwtwear  industry 
from  foreign  imports  \pf  shoes  and 
leather  mJw  out-of-handNs  beyond  the 
peril  point.  Unless  action  N  taken  now, 
this  3^r,  this  quarter,  to  ch^k  the  im- 
port^ood  there  will  be  additioiial  thou- 
sapos  of  American  shoe  workersNmt  of  a 
jan  and  additional  closings  of  Arr^i'ican 
moe  factories.  An  indication  of  the  low¬ 
ing,  dismaying  number  of  closingi^of 
shoe  plants  appears  in  the  Extensions 
Remarks  in  this  Record. 

The  1968  figures  on  foreign  footwear 
imports  are  truly  shocking.  In  1968  for¬ 
eign  imports  rose  from  87  million  pairs 
in  1967  to  175  million  pairs — more  than 
100  percent.  This  is  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  entire  American  consumption. 
U.S.  footwear  production  is  off  nearly 
10  percent  for  the  first  quarter  of  1969 
alone. 

We  who  represent  constituencies  with 
a  substantial  shoe  and  leather  employ¬ 
ment  are  asking  Members  to  sign  a  letter 
appealing  to  President  Nixon  to  initiate 
immediate  negotiation  with  principal 
foreign  supplying  nations  directed  to¬ 
ward  the  establishment  of  voluntary  im¬ 
port  limitations.  Shortly  our  capable 
chairman,  the  distinguished  Member 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Bxjrke)  or  my¬ 
self,  will  present  this  letter  to  you  for 
signature.  It  is  a  worthy  cause,  a  meri¬ 
torious  appeal,  and  its  objective  is  a  valid 


SGT.  DALE  K.  LARSON 


/ 
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and  continuing  concern  to  all  Members 
whether  or  not  they  have  constituents 
who  are  employed  in  the  footwear  in¬ 
dustry.  , 

I  hope  all  Members  will  join  in  sign¬ 
ing  this  urgent  request  of  President 
Nixon  for  action  now  to  help  protect  this 
-important  domestic  industry. 


(Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  March  25,  1969,  and  again  on  April  3, 
1969,  the  gentleman  froih  Illinois  (Mr. 
Findley)  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  a  list  of  the  names  of  Americans 
who  have  lost  their  lives  in  the  war  in 
Vietnam. 

The  name  of  a  fine  young  man  from 
.Idaho  was  apparently  inadvertently 
unitted  from  that  list.  Sgt.  Dale  K.  Lar¬ 
son,  the  son  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Verl  K. 
LaXon  of  Burley,  Idaho,  was  killed  in 
Vietnam  on  November  12,  1968,  while 
serving  aboard  a  helicopter  during  a 
combat^ission.  Prior  to  his  death.  Ser¬ 
geant  Lanwn  had  served  with  valor  and 
distinctionAin  Vietnam,  having  volun¬ 
teered  for  ow  50  combat  missions  dur¬ 
ing  the  4  moKths  he  was  in  Vietnam. 
Among  the  hon^s  he  received  were  the 
Air  Medal  with  se\en  Oak  Leaf  Clusters 
and  the  Bronze  Star 

I  know  my  colleagues  will  want  to  join 
me  in  acknowledging  t^e  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude  owed  by  this  Nation  to  Sergeant 
Larson  for  having  paid  thesupreme  sac¬ 
rifice  while  in  the  service  of’^is  country 
and  in  extending  to  his  parent  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Verl  K.  Larson,  and  other  ^embers 
of  the  family,  our  sincere  ssmip^hy  at 
their  loss. 
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SLLY  REISSUES  CALL  FOR  COAST 
iUARD  PROTECTION  OF  U.S. 
3HERMEN  OFF  PERU 

(MrSPELLY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
missioiNw  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute,  to  revi,^  and  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  extti^eous  matter.) 

Mr.  PET.T.V  Mr.  Speaker,  the  deterior¬ 
ation  of  rela^ns  between  the  United 
States  and  PerN  coming  on  the  heels  of 
the  seizure  of  arusiher  American  fishing 
vessel  last  Friday,  increases  my  concern 
over  the  upcoming  n^ing  season  off  the 
Peruvian  coast  duringNyhich  time  a  good 
number  of  U.S.  fisherm^  will  be  work¬ 
ing  for  tuna. 

It  is  because  of  this  concNji  that  today 
I  have  requested  that  the  Prteident  take 
the  action  necessary  in  provioj^  Coast 
Guard  protection  off  the  Latin  Atnerican 
coast  for  American  fishermen. 

This  is  not  an  idle  concernXMr. 
Speaker,  because  it  is  my  thinking  N^t 
as  much  as  Americans  on  the  high  s^ 
should  be  protected  from  illegal  harrass* 
ment  and  seizure,  the  rights  of  the ' 
coastal  nation’s  12-mile  limit  also  should 
be  protected.  My  request  for  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  our  Coast  Guard  beyond  the  12- 
mile  limit  is  also  to  assm’e  that  our  fish¬ 
ermen  do  not  violate  any  international 
law,  conservation  agreement,  or  treaty. 

Meanwhile,  I  again  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  colleagues  my  legislation 
which  would  cut  off  the  importation  to 
this  country  of  fish  and  fish  products 
from  any  country  seizing  U.S.  fishing 
boats  beyond  the  12-mile  limit  and  urge 
support  of  this  measure  as  a  means  of 
getting  these  differences  on  fishing  is¬ 
sues  between  the  United  States  and  Peru 
to  a  conference  table  where  such  mat¬ 
ters  as  our  historic  rights  on  the  seas 
can  be  properly  discussed. 

PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 

APPROPRIATIONS  TO  FILE  PRIV¬ 
ILEGED  REPORT 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unnan- 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  have  until  midnight 
Thursday,  May  22,  to  file  a  privileged 
report  on  the  Treasury-Post  OflQce  De¬ 
partments  appropriation  bill  for  the  fis; 
cal  year  1970. 

Mr.  JONAS  reserved  all  points  of  opder 
on  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obje^on  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  frqm  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  .HOUSE 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Sp^ker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a/fuorum  is  not  pres¬ 
ent. 

The  SPEAKER/Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
se. 

House  was  ordered, 
called  the  roll,  and  the 
follow!:^  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  n^es : 


[Roll  No.  67] 


Mr. 

call  of  the : 

A  call  of 
The  Clerk 


Anderson,  Ill. 

Frey 

PoweU 

Anderson, 

Gallagher 

Railsback 

Tenn. 

Glalmo 

RandaU 

Baring 

Green,  Pa. 

Relfel 

Barrett 

Hastings 

Rlegle 

Bates 

Hathaway 

Rodino 

Bingham 

Hubert 

Rumsfeld 

Blatnlk 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Sandman 

Buchanan 

Helstoskl 

Scheuer 

Cahill 

Hogan 

Shipley 

Carey 

Howard 

Sisk 

Chappell 

Joelson 

Skubitz 

Chisholm 

Klrwan 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Clark 

Lowenstein 

Stokes 

Clay 

Lujan 

Stratton 

Collier 

McCloskey 

Symington 

Conyers 

McMillan 

Waggonner 

Cowger 

Meskill 

Whalen 

Culver 

Mollohan 

Wiggins 

Dawson 

Morse 

Dent 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Edwards,  La. 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Ford, 

Ottinger 

WUliam  D. 

Pollock 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  367 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


END  THE  SURTAX 

(^Ir.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  pej?^ 
missum  to  address  the  House  for  1 
ute  ai^  to  revise  and  extend  hyr  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  V./^N^C.  Mr.  Speaker,  ^terday 
before  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
Secretary  oN^^the  Treasury/T)avid  M. 
Kennedy  andNhe  Honor^e  Paul  W. 
McCracken,  Chatman  of  i/ne  President’s 
Coimcil  of  Econolnic  ihivisers,  testified 
that  President  Nixbnjr  proposal  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  surtax  wou^ result  in  a  budg- 
etaiy  surplus  of  Billion.  They  also 
testified  that  a  DejremberS31,  1969,  termi¬ 
nation  of  the  l^percentSgurtax  would 
result  in  a  $4^  billion  surjfius  while  a 
September  30;  1969,  termination  of  the 
10-percent  surtax  would  provi^  the  ad¬ 
ministrate  with  a  balanced  buSteet. 

I  opp^  any  extension  of  the  surtax. 
It  is  imte  evident  that  moderate  ^ve¬ 
nue-producing  tax  reforms  and  the  XP- 
peaVof  the  investment  credit  can  provic 
the  administration  with  sufficient  reve¬ 
res  to  permit  a  balance  in  the  1970  bud- 
''get.  Termination  of  the  surtax  will  stim¬ 
ulate  aggressive  action  for  revenue- 
producing  reform. 

Signs  of  a  growing  taxpayer  revolt  are 
evidenced  throughout  the  Nation  in  the 
defeat  of  vital  school  and  local  issues. 
Under  these  circumstances,  we  must 
make  every  effort  to  lighten  the  tax¬ 
payers’  burdens. 

The  termination  of  the  surtax  will  pro¬ 
vide  needed  and  immediate  relief. 


CRITICAL  OP  FEDERAL  TRADE 
COMMISSION 

(Mr.  FUQUA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute 
and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUQUA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  has  imdertaken  dras¬ 
tic  regulation  of  cigarette  labeling  and 
advertising  without  regard  for  the  fact 
that  this  matter  Is  under  very  serious 


consideration  by  the  House  Commerce/ 
Committee. 

I  personally  oppose  their  action. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  sla|I  at 
the  Congress  and  is  not  in  keepiner^th 
the  proper  function  of  our  two  ^vern- 
mental  bodies. 

This  is  the  same  course  th^  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Compassion  took 
earlier  this  year. 

It  seems  to  me  that  v^n  a  matter  is 
under  active  and  very  ^ious  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  Congres^  then  an  agency 
such  as  the  Pederayrrade  Commission 
shows  very  poor  uKldgment  and  lack  of 
good  taste  in  issi^g  orders  which  would 
promulgate  ac^ns  which  may  or  may 
not  be  enactedr  in  such  legislation. 

But  at  the/ery  least,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission*  should  not  have  moved  until 
the  pres^  Congress  had  had  an  oppor- 
timity  W enact  or  reject  legislation  which 
is  curK^tly  pending  on  this  very  subject. 

Itymay  be  that  the  House  Commerce 
Coflfmittee  might  recommend  more 
stnngent  regulation  or  it  may  be  that 
ley  will  propose  something  entirely 
'^coimter  to  the  directive  of  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission. 

The  point  is  that  Congress  should  have 
the  time  to  act  and  that  any  Federal 
agency  shows  a  lack  of  judgment  and 
good  taste  when  it  usurps  the  lawmaking 
function  of  the  Congress. 

Regardless  of  the  merits  of  the  case, 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  did  not 
act  properly  in  this  instance.  I  think  it 
is  more  reason  than  ever  for  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  to  get  on  with  its 
deliberations  and  give  the  Members  of 
the  Congress  an  opportunity  to  express 
themselves  on  this  subject. 

PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  BURLISON  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  yesterday’s  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  reflected  that  I  was  not  present  for 
the  quorum  call.  This  was  an  acciurate 
reflection.  I  would  like  for  the  Record  to 
state  at  this  point  the  reason  for  my  ab¬ 
sence.  I  was  in  my  home  district  in  Mis- 
^souri  attending  the  funeral  of  an  im- 
lediate  member  of  the  family. 


SORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  '^RBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  IId.  57,  today,  I  am  recorded  as 
absent.  I  ivas  present  and  answered  to 
my  name.  iS^k  imanlmous  consent  that 
the  perman^t  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKEIX.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  theSgentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objecfcipn. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA'IIONS 
BILL 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 
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Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
intend  to  cast  my  vote  against  the  sec¬ 
ond  supplemental  appropriations  bill  for 
one  reason — this  will  be  the  first  and 
only  opportunity  Members  of  Congress 
have  had  to  go  on  record  against  the 
recent  exorbitant  pay  increases  granted 
to  Congressmen,  the  President,  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court,  Federal  judges,  and  other 
high  Federal  officials.  I  have  consistently 
voiced  opposition  to  these  untimely  and 
inflationary  pay  increases  that  were  ef¬ 
fected  by  a  parliamentary  subterfuge. 

Let  me  state  firmly  that  I  realize  the 
necessity  of  fully  supporting  our  fight¬ 
ing  men  in  Vietnam  and  I  do  endorse 
additional  funds  to  provide  the  material 
and  equipment  needed  for  their  opera¬ 
tions.  I  also  would  -support  needed  ex¬ 
penditures  for  other  worthy  Government 
programs  that  are  fimded  in  this  bill. 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  favoring  the 
Government  spending  limitation  to  be 
imposed  by  this  bill.  I  personally  believe 
the  ceiling  should  be  set  at  a  much  lower 
level,  but  the  concept  of  definite  spend¬ 
ing  controls  is  highly  desirable  and  long 
overdue.  Congress  should  insure  that  the 
Government  lives  within  its  means.  An 
expenditure  ceiling  is  a  step  in  this  di¬ 
rection. 

The  pay  raise  issue  outweighs  the 
merits  of  the  necessary  and  beneficial 
programs  for  which  additional  funds  are 
required.  A  more  responsible  procedure 
would  be  a  separate  vote  on  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  pay  raises  and  I  will 
support  all  efforts  to  remove  the  pay 
raise  provisions  from  the  bill  for  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote.  Should  such  efforts  fail,  I 
will  have  no  choice  but  to  vote  against 
the  entire  package. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  LANDGREBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  make  a  correction  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  May  20.  In  my  state¬ 
ment  on  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore  on  page  H3866,  the  town  of 
Tremont,  Ind.,  has  been  misspelled.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  to  include  the  town’s 
correct  spelling. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  THE  WAIVER  OF 

POINTS  OP  ORDER  AGAINST  TITLE 

IV  OF  H.R.  11400 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  414  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  414 

Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purpKises,  all 
points  of  order  against  title  IV  of  said  bin 
are  hereby  waived. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
customai-y  30  minutes  to  the  minority,  to 
the  very  able  and  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  (Mr.  Smith)  . 
Pending  that  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  not  use  all  the 
time  on  this  resolution.  This  is  a  rather 
unusual  situation  that  we  find  ourselves 
in,  parliamentarily  speaking.  We  have 
debated  the  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  at  some  length  under  the  privileged 
status  of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
Now  we  come  in  with  a  resolution  from 
the  Rules  Committee  for  one  purpose  and 
one  purpose  alone;  that  is,  to  waive 
points  of  order  against  a  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  really,  the  legislative  is¬ 
sue  that  is  made  in  order  here  is  a  rather 
important  one  in  my  opinion  and  one 
which  under  different  circumstances  I 
should  like  to  address  myself  to  at  some 
length  but  which  I  shall  not  do  now. 

The  language  that  the  rule  waives  the 
point  of  order  against  is  found  in  title  IV 
of  the  bill.  Title  IV  of  the  bill  places  a 
ceiling  upon  the  amount  of  the  expendi¬ 
tures  that  the  Chief  Executive  can  make 
within  the  fiscal  year.  Now,  that  amount 
is,  roughly,  $192  billion. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  just  a  lit¬ 
tle  surprised  that  the  Chief  Executive  or 
the  departments  downtown  have  not 
raised  some  points  of  order  themselves 
against  this  bill.  But,  I  am  very  happy 
that  they  have  not  done  so.  I  say  that 
because  here  the  burden  of  holding  down 
expenditures  is  placed  upon  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  In  other  words,  he  is  placed  in  a 
strait  jacket  as  it  were.  I  do  not  think  on 
the  other  hand,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  difference  in  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  this  bill  is  supposed  to  be 
handled  than  the  one  last  year  under 
a  previous  administration.  In  the  final 
analysis  I  think  there  is  a  great  similar¬ 
ity  in  that  the  Chief  Executive  at  that 
time  was  somewhat  placed  in  a  strait- 
jacket  also.  However,  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
I  want  to  emphasize  in  these  few  remarks 
as  I  have  done  so  many,  many  times  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  is  the  importance, 
yes,  the  necessity  of  cutting  down  on  ex¬ 
penditures  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  hear  a  great  deal 
about  a  tax  revolt,  and  it  is  not  being 
confined  to  the  Federal  Government  by 
any  means.  I  noticed  that  down  in  my 
great  State  some  elections  have  been  held 
recently  for  municipal  offices  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  considerable  upheaval  and 
people  were  thrown  out  of  office  who  had 
held  those  offices  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  In  my  judgment  that  was  a  part 
of  this  reaction  to  high  taxes  that  exist 
all  over  the  country. 

We,  of  course,  here  in  the  Congress 
set  the  pattern  a  long  time  ago  and  the 
States,  the  counties,  the  municipalities 
and  the  boroughs  are  falling  in  line.  You 
cannot  blame  the  people  when  we  realize 
the  very  high  taxes  that  we  are  extract¬ 
ing  from  them  at  every  level  of  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  my  opinion  this  upheaval,  this 
general  imrest  among  the  taxpayers  is 
going  to  not  only  continue,  but  it  is  going 
to  accelerate.  So  what  we  are  talking 
about  here  is  the  effort  to  place  a  ceiling 
upon  the  amount  of  money  that  can  be 
expended  and  thereby  apply  the  brakes 
to  this  ruinous  inflation  which  threatens 
our  entire  economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  might  as  well  realize 
that  it  will  cause  some  hardships,  that  it 
will  cause  some  pet  projects  to  go  down 
the  drain,  and  that  it  will  necessitate 
some  real  sacrifices.  But  if  we  do  not  live 


up  to  this  expenditure  limitation — and 
in  the  final  analysis  the  Congress  is 
going  to  have  to  live  up  to  it  as  well  as 
the  Executive — the  control  on  unbridled 
spending  can  be  wiped  out,  whatever 
good  intentions  there  might  be.  It  can 
be  wiped  out  overnight  through  the  sim¬ 
ple  method  of  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  such  as  the  one  we  have  here 
at  this  moment — so  the  Congress  has  its 
resptmsibiUties  as  well  as  the  Chief 
Executive. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  anyone  here  on  the 
floor  is  interested — and  frankly,  I  am  not 
sure  that  many  are — I  just  want  to  em¬ 
phasize  a  point  which  is  of  vital  interest 
to  the  taxpayers.  I  was  sitting  here  with 
a  very  able  member  on  the  staff  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  a  moment 
ago,  and  the  discussion  led  to  the  amount 
of  our  national  debt  which  as  most  of  us 
know  is  now  in  the  neighborhood  of  $365 
billion.  But  even  more  startling  and  more 
important  is  the  fact  that  the  second 
largest  item  of  governmental  appropria¬ 
tions  is  for  the  payment  of  interest  on 
that  debt. 

Now,  in  answer  to  a  question  he 
pointed — and  I  do  not  know  how  many 
minutes  I  have  been  talking  here,  but 
let  us  say  that  I  have  been  talking  for 
20  minutes — that  the  interest  on  the  na¬ 
tional  debt  is  about  $31,000  per  minute. 
Now,  while  I  have  been  talking  for  20 
minutes,  the  interests  on  the  national 
debt  has  increased  $620,000.  Surely  this 
should  make  all  of  us  stop  and  consider 
whither  we  are  headed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  maybe  we  ought  to  stop, 
look,  and  listen.  I  just  wanted  to  raise 
some  warning  signals  again  here  this 
afternoon,  for  whatever  they  are  worth, 
that  some  day  down  the  line  there  is 
going  to  be  a  day  of  reckoning. 

Mr.  Speaker,  who  would  have  thought 
that  we  would  have  ever  gotten  to  the 
point  where  we  would  be  spending  $192 
billion  a  year,  10  or  20  years  ago?  Yet 
now  we  are  trying  to  hmit  that  expendi¬ 
ture  to  these  $192,900  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  over  this  so 
many  times  that  I  should  not  pursue  it 
further. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  friend,  but  before  I  do,  may  I  say 
that  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  (Mr.  Jonas),  along  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  ,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  have  both  in  my 
judgment  done  an  excellent  job  of  try¬ 
ing  to  apply  the  brakes  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
and  also  for  myself  I  would  like  to  ex¬ 
press  appreciation  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  for 
his  generous  remarks.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  that  this 
spending  limitation  is  going  to  create 
quite  a  burden  for  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government. 

It  is  already  evident  that  the  spend¬ 
ing  levels  projected  in  the  revised  budget 
are  too  low.  The  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  mentioned  the  national  debt  and 
the  Interest  on  it.  I  think  that  before 
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the  year  is  over,  we  will  find  that  the 
interest  on  the  national  debt  will  be  sub¬ 
stantially  higher  than  it  was  estimated 
to  be  in  the  budget.  Other  examples 
could  be  cited  but  it  is  sufficient  I  think 
to  remark  that  this  limitation  is  going 
to  be  hard  to  live  with. 

While  the  revised  budget  is  about  $4 
billion  under  the  original  budget  which 
we  received  in  January,  it  nevertheless 
is  about  $8  billion  higher  than  the  spend¬ 
ing  levels  of  1969.  In  this  respect  I  do 
not  see  how  it  can  be  regarded  as  aus¬ 
tere.  And  as  I  frequently  voted  for 
spending  limitations  last  year,  and  I  of¬ 
fered  several  limiting  amendments  my¬ 
self,  I  feel  that  I  should  vote  for  this 
one  this  year.  To  do  otherwise,  would  put 
me  in  an  inconsistent  position  and  a 
“no”  vote  by  me  this  year  would  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  relaxation  of  my  feeling 
that  substantial  spending  reductions  are 
necessaiy  if  we  are  to  win  the  battle 
against  inflation  and  return  to  a  sound 
fiscal  policy,  importance  of  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  spending  just  because  there  has 
been  a  change  in  the  administration 
downtown.  Just  as  I  supported  and  voted 
for  and  offered  some  of  the  amendments 
last  year,  I  am  supporting  this  spending 
limitation  this  year. 

I  would  point  out  to  those  who  are 
worried  for  fear  the  Government  will 
run  out  of  money  under  this  spending 
limitation  that  there  always  is  the  op¬ 
portunity,  as  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  has  already  explained,  for  the 
executive  to  come  back  to  the  Congress 
and  submit  a  request  and  there  will  be 
opportunities  all  during  the  session  for 
the  Congress  itself  to  impose  some 
spending  limitations  on  the  individual 
appropriation  bills  as  they  come  from 
our  committee.  We  are  going  to  have 
two  on  the  floor  next  week. 

So  there  is  not  any  reason  to  be  wor¬ 
ried  about  the  Government  coming  to 
an  end  because  we  impose  this  spending 
limitation. 

This  is  an  effort  on  our  part  to  invoke 
some  fiscal  responsibility  and  to  strike 
a  blow  for  the  economy  which  I  think 
will  be  helpful  to  the  Government  and 
to  the  taxpayers  of  the  country  as  well. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  certainly  would  agree  with  me, 
and  this  is  one  of  the  points  I  wanted  to 
make  and  did  make — that  if  this 
House — if  this  Congress  wants  really  to 
have  a  confrontation  with  this  situation 
that  one  of  the  best  things  it  can  do,  if 
not  the  very  best  thing,  is  to  stop  author¬ 
izing  new  programs  with  built-in  accel¬ 
erations  costs  in  them  from  year  to  year. 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  will  agree. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  100  percent.  I  would  go  one  step 
further.  I  will  say  that  the  first  place  to 
call  a  halt  is  on  the  authorizing  bills. 
The  second  place  is  on  appropriation 
bills  which  the  committee  reports  and 
recommends  to  the  House,  and  the  third 
place  is  right  here — this  Chamber  when 
the  Members  vote  on  final  passage. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  statement  on  the 
general  subject  of  fiscal  responsibility. 


I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  knows  of  a 
single  bill  providing  for  spending  that 
has  been  brought  before  the  House  of 
Representatives  up  to  this  day  and  hour 
that  has  not  called  for  increased 
spending? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  would  have  to  answer 
the  gentleman  in  the  negative. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  that  while  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  and  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  fervently  hope  that  this 
$192,900  million  ceiling,  if  imposed,  will 
work — we  hope  it  will  work — but  we  hope 
for  the  best  and  fear  the  worst — would 
that  be  representing  the  thoughts  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  will  go  along  with  my 
friend,  as  usual. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  will  have  to  see  better  evidence 
than  he  has  seen,  however,  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  to  convince  him  that 
this  ceiling  will  have  any  meaning  at  all. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
We  can  only  hope  and  continue  to  try — ^ 
otherwise  we  are  lost. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Did  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  the  gentleman  to 
state  that  the  proposed  limitation  is 
along  the  same  line  of  that  contained  in 
the  resolution  we  adopted  at  the  last  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress  in  which  there  was 
a  cutback  of  $4  billion?  Is  this  similar 
to  that? 

Mr.  COLMER.  In  effect,  to  my  mind, 
yes. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  It  is. 

Mr.  COLMER.  In  that  we  place  a 
limitation. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Is  there 
any  language  to  guarantee  that  the  vet¬ 
erans  will  be  paid  their  pensions  under 
this  setup,  as  was  provided  in  the  resolu¬ 
tion  in  the  90th  Congress,  to  which  I 
referred? 

Mr.  COLMER.  My  understanding,  I 
may  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado, 
is  that  there  no  exemptions  and  no  ex¬ 
ceptions  provided  for  in  this  bill.  I  know 
the  gentleman  is  a  very  devoted  friend 
of  the  veteran,  as  most  of  us  are.  I  am 
rather  happy  that  he  used  that  illustra¬ 
tion  because,  as  I  said,  we  are  all  for  the 
veteran,  and  I  put  my  record  up  against 
the  gentleman’s  or  anybody  else’s  on 
that.  But  what  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  is  that  I  believe 
firmly  that  the  veterans  of  this  country 
who  bared  their  breasts  to  the  enemy  on 
foreign  soil,  who  flew  across  the  track¬ 
less  oceans,  and  who  are  now  dying  in 
Vietnam  are  perfectly,  and  would  be  per¬ 
fectly  willing,  if  it  came  to  that,  to  make 
some  financial  sacrifice  as  well  as  to  offer 
their  blood  on  the  altar  of  their  country. 
I  am  firmly  of  the  opinion,  that  the  man 
who  is  willing  to  defend  his  coimtry  on 
the  battlefield  is  willing  to  make  a  httle 
■  sacrifice,  if  it  comes  to  that,  on  the  home- 
front.  Moreover,  I  believe  that  most,  if 
not  all,  of  our  veterans  would  like  to  see 
the  rest  of  us  make  a  little  sacrifice  in 
order  to  save  the  country  here  on  the 
homefront. 

But  peimit  me  to  say  further,  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado,  that  I  see  no 
reason  for  concern  here.  It  has  been  my 


observation  in  my  long  years  of  service 
here,  that  this  Congress  is  always  zealous 
of  the  interest  of  those  who  have  fought 
the  battles  of  this  country  in  times  of 
war.  If  it  develops  that  this  procedm-e 
which  we  are  adopting  here  today  to  save 
the  Republic  from  the  enemy  of  inflation 
and  that  our  veterans  may  be  hurt,  I  am 
confident  that  this  Congress  will  see  that 
our  veterans  are  not  hurt. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield  further 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  As  I  im- 
derstand,  in  this  Congress  we  have  not 
as  yet  approved  any  of  the  12  or  14  ap¬ 
propriation  bills,  that  is,  the  regular  ap¬ 
propriation  bills. 

Mr.  COLMER.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  It  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  when  July  1  comes,  probably 
we  shall  not  have  approved  half  of  them 
by  that  time,  if  any.  If  this  resolution  is 
adopted,  at  the  coming  of  July  1,  when 
we  have  a  resolution  to  continue  the 
appropriations  of  last  year,  so  to  speak, 
how  would  this  resolution  be  applied? 
Would  it  be  applied  in  a  reduction  of  a 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  on  last  year? 
In  what  manner  will  it  be  applied  if  we 
have  continuing  appropriations? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  think  I  can  answer 
that  question,  but  I  would  prefer  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
to  answer  the  question  and  I  would  pre¬ 
fer  that  my  friend  from  Colorado,  for 
whom  I  have  a  high  regard,  would  direct 
his  technical  questions  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  With  respect  to  opera¬ 
tions  on  and  after  July  1,  1969,  for  the 
agencies  for  which  appropriation  bills 
are  not  enacted  into  law  by  that  time, 
there  would,  of  course,  have  to  be  a  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution.  But  we  would  act 
prior  to  that  time — certainly  in  the  House 
we  hope  to — on  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill,  which  usually  con¬ 
tains  the  funds  for  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration. 

When  we  bring  to  the  House  a  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution  next  month,  the  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution  will  be  written  in  such 
a  way  as  to  take  care  of  the  situations 
which  may  be  before  us. 

The  $192.9  billion  ceiling  which  is 
placed  on  expenditures  for  next  year  by 
title  IV,  I  might  say,  is,  in  the  aggregate, 
about  $8  billion  above  the  estimated  total 
expenditure  figure  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  1969. 

There  is  another  significant  thing 
about  this  ceiling.  This  ceiling  does  not 
provide  for  any  reduction  whatever  from 
the  President’s  projected  spending  total. 
Last  year.  Congress  made  a  $6  billion  cut¬ 
back,  and  that  had  to  be  cut  out  of  the 
hide  of  the  budget.  Title  IV  provides  that 
the  beginning  ceiling  of  $192.9  billion  will 
increase  or  decrease,  dependent  upon 
what  Congress  does  on  the  various  spend¬ 
ing  bills  involved,  as  they  are  considered. 
If  Congress  increases  the  budget  on 
which  the  beginning  ceiling  figure  is 
based,  then  the  ceiling  will  go  up;  if  the 
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budget  is  reduced,  then  the  celling  is  to 
be  adjusted  downward  appropriately. 

If  there  is  a  Member  of  this  House 
who  is  not  a  friend  of  the  veteran,  or 
who  has  a  spirit  of  ingratitude  toward 
the  veteran,  I  do  not  know  who  that 
Member  is.  I  cannot  see  any  thought  or 
probability  that  any  injustice  will  be 
done  to  the  veterans.  I,  myself,  will  vote 
to  provide  any  fimds  and  will  support 
any  fimds  that  are  required  or  in  any 
way  reasonably  justified  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  such  purposes.  I  think  of  all 
people  who  should  have  no  concern  about 
what  Congress  will  do,  the  veterans  are 
in  the  most  secure  position. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
states  that  if  it  becomes  necessary  to 
have  an  extension — as  we  will,  no  doubt, 
have  in  certain  areas — after  July  1,  as 
we  did  last  year  when  I  think  we  went 
each  month  until  November,  if  these 
things  develop  they  will  be  taken  care  of 
at  that  time.  Is  it  not  possible  we  could 
put  this  kind  of  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  appropriations  over  until 
that  month? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLiMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
further  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we 
have  the  continuing  resolution  before  us 
next  month,  we  can  call  before  us  the 
director  of  the  Veterans’  Administration 
or  hear  anyone  else  we  need  to,  but  we 
will  make  sure  that  the  resolution  is 
drawn  in  such  a  way  that  all  needs  are 
met  for  the  returning  veterans.  Of 
course,  there  are  accelerating  costs  and 
requirements.  Everybody  is  in  favor  of 
taking  care  of  them.  There  is  no  prob¬ 
lem  about  taking  care  of  that  kind  of 
thing. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  But  what  is 
wrong  with  postponing  this  resolution 
about  the  limitation  until  such  time  as  it 
is  actually  before  the  House  for  consider¬ 
ation?  This  is  a  gestation  of  what  we  are 
going  to  say,  of  cutting  down.  Why  do 
we  not  then  and  there,  when  the  contin¬ 
uing  resolution  on  the  appropriations 
may  be  considered,  make  the  determina¬ 
tion  rather  than  adopt  this  resolution  at 
this  time — which  nobody  seems  to  know 
exactly  the  meaning  of? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Everyone  who  will  take 
the  time  to  read  the  proposal,  I  think, 
will  be  able  to  ascertain  what  it  means. 
It  is  on  page  61  of  the  bill.  I  know  the 
capabilities  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado.  It  is  very  plain  here.  It  is  a  govern¬ 
mentwide  proposal.  It  simply  says: 

Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  out¬ 
lays)  of  the  Federai  Government  during  the 
flscai  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not 
exceed  $192,900,000,000:  Provided,  That 
whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shali 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or 
inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending, 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 


Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  wanted 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Texas  an¬ 
other  question. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  has  consumed 
25  minutes. 

Mr.  COLiMER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  am  sorry  I  cannot  yield  any  further 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  CXDHELAN.  I  just  want  to  make 
a  quick  announcement  at  this  time.  I  do 
not  oppose  the  rule.  However,  when  the 
matter  comes  up  for  debate,  I  will  in¬ 
troduce  an  amendment  to  strike  title 
IV  and  I  will  make  my  arguments  at  the 
appropriate  time. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  L yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Teague)  whatever  time 
I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 
I  will  not  need  that  much  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  very  much 
disturbed  about  this  legislation  as  it  per¬ 
tains  to  our  veterans’  program.  We  all 
know  there  is  a  war  going  on  in  Vietnam, 
but  few  people  realize  the  impact  of  the 
Vietnam  war  on  our  veterans’  program. 
Demands  on  every  major  program  of  the 
VA  are  up  over  last  year.  Listed  are  the 
comparsions  between  the  first  9  months 
of  flscai  year  1968  and  flscai  year  1969: 

GAINS  IN  KEY  WORKLOAD  ITEMS  EXPERIENCED  BY  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND  SURGERY  DURING  THE 

FIRST  9  MONTHS  OF  FISCAL  YEARS  1968  AND  1969 


Isl  9  months  of — 


Workload  items 

Fiscal  year 
1968 

Fiscal  year 
1969 

Increase 

Hospital  care  in  VA  and 
Non-VA  facilities: 
Admissions _ _ 

498, 518 

512, 839 

+14, 321 

Discharges . 

501, 266 

515, 553 

+14,287 

Patients  treated _ 

615, 209 

623, 131 

+7,922 

Average  monthly 
turnover  rate 
(percent): 

VA  hospitals . 

54.7 

59.8 

+5.1 

Non-VA  hospitals. 

96.1 

110.5 

+4.4 

Percent  of  VA 
hospital  dis¬ 
charges  to  post¬ 
hospital  care _ 

46.4 

47.3 

+.9 

Nursing  home  care: 
Average  daily 
census: 

Total . . . 

7,932 

8,637 

+705 

VA _ 

3,429 

3,683  . 

Community _ 

2, 732 

2,826  . 

State _ 

1,771 

2,128  . 

Patients  treated 
(total).  . . . 

17, 035 

18,661  . 

Outpatient  visits, 
staff  and  fee: 

Total _ 

4, 828, 397 

5,115,076 

+286,679 

Compensation 
and  pension... 

221,947 

250,460  . 

Outpatient 
treatment . 

2,465,612 

2,553,777  . 

Posthospital  care. 

790,727 

894,692  . 

Prebed  care . 

64, 566 

72,227  - 

Need  for  hospital 
or  domiciliary 
care . 

807, 659 

866,880  . 

All  other . 

477, 886 

477,040  . 

Dental  examinations 
(total).. . 

482, 916 

504, 959 

+22, 043 

Staff . 

478, 477 

492,857  . 

Fee . . 

4,439 

12,102  . 

GAINS  IN  KEY  WORKLOAD  ITEMS  EXPERIENCED  BY  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND  SURGERY  DURING  THE 
FIRST  9  MONTHS  OF  FISCAL  YEARS  1968  AND  1%9— Con. 


1st  9  months  of — 


Fiscal  year  Fiscal  year 

Workload  items  1968  i969  Increase 


Dental  treatment 

cases  (total) _  196,200  211,700  +15,500 


Staff . .  189,855  198,926  +22,844 

Fee _  6,345  12,774  +6,429 


Patients  receiving 
new  prosthetic  ap¬ 
pliances _ _  264,583  287,427  +22,844 

Social  work  caseload 
(3d  quarter  aver¬ 
age). . - .  98,733  105,732  +6,999 

Mental  hygiene  clinic 
(active  cases  Mar. 

31). .  70,414  74,319  +3,905 

Clinical  laboratory 
weighted  work 

units... .  43,730,643  48,928,304  +5,197,661 

Voluntary  service 
man-hours  (1st  6 

months). .  4,705,752  4,965,733  +259,981 

Prescriptions  filled _  7,428,030  8,431,043  +1,003,013 

Residents  in  training 
program  (non¬ 
career): 

Physicians .  3, 515  4, 000  -f485 

Dentists . 56  66  +10 

Interns  in  training: 

Physicians .  374  506  +132 

Dentists . 45  60  +15 


GAINS  IN  KEY  WORKLOAD  ITEMS  EXPERIENCED  BY  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERANS  BENEFITS  DURING  THE 
FIRST  9  MONTHS  OF  FISCAL  YEARS  1968  AND  1969 


Compensation  and 


pension:  claims  re¬ 
ceived . . 

1, 424, 089 

1,650, 202 

Education: 

Applications  and 
authorizations  ... 

1, 574, 062 

2,019, 517 

Counseling  actions.. 

133,226 

155, 773 

Loan  guarantee: 
Appraisal  re¬ 
quests . 

247,951 

266,287 

Eligibility  deter¬ 
minations  . 1 

434, 823 

437, 897 

Gl  loan  applications. 

191,317 

188, 449 

Gl  loans  closed.  ... 

175, 518 

169,118 

Gardianship:  Bene¬ 
ficiaries  (total  as 
of  Mar.  31) . 

668,667 

730, 024 

Contact: 

Personal  interviews. 

1,992, 213 

2,105, 205 

Telephone 

interviews . 

3, 238,  510 

5, 025, 607 

Administrative: 
Incoming  mail. . 

40,762,970 

44, 972, 017 

Applications 
processed . 

457, 708 

565, 982 

Folder  lookups _ 

18,631,179 

20, 329, 494 

+226,113 


+445, 455 
+22, 547 


+18,336 

+3, 074 
-2, 868 
-6,400 


+61,357 

+  112, 992 

+1,787,097 

+4, 209, 047 

+108,274 
+  1,698,315 


We  get  75,000  new  veterans  discharged 
each  month.  Every  single  program  the 
VA  is  in  has  gone  up.  Yet,  we  have  not 
added  a  bed  in  a  hospital.  The  VA  hos¬ 
pital  system  is  receiving  the  casualties 
directly  from  the  military  and  this  is  a 
substantial  added  burden.  Last  year  the 
VA  hoped  to  get  4,000  additional  em¬ 
ployees  for  kidney  machines  and  heart 
machines  and  intensive  care,  and  so  on. 
Instead  of  getting  those  4,000,  they  were 
ordered  to  go  back  to  the  1966  level, 
which  meant  getting  rid  of  about  4,000 
employees. 

In  the  second  session  of  the  90th  Con¬ 
gress  at  the  time  the  surtax  was  imposed, 
an  agreement  was  reached  between  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  that  person¬ 
nel  levels  in  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  rolled  back  to  the  June  30,  1966, 
level.  This  was  accomplished  by  section 
201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditures 
Control  Act  of  1968. 

When  the  provisions  of  the  conference 
agreement  came  to  our  attention  we 
found  that  every  agency  of  the  Federal 
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Government  was  to  be  placed  on  a  per¬ 
sonnel  reduction  formula  until  the  en¬ 
tire  Federal  Government  reached  the 
Jime  30,  1966,  level.  Since  VA  is  a  rapid 
turnover  agency,  the  agency  would  have 
been  required  to  remain  on  the  reduction 
formula  for  approximately  30  months 
and  would  have  cost  approximately 
30,000  employees.  This  would  have  lead 
to  the  closing  of  at  least  15  hospitals. 
The  conference  was  reopened  and  a  com¬ 
mitment  was  secured  from  the  conferees 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
personnel  ceilings  would  be  applied 
agency  by  agency,  therefore,  VA  was  re¬ 
quired  to  remain  on  the  reduction  for¬ 
mula  until  it  reached  its  own  June  30, 
1966,  personnel  level  which  required  the 
reduction  of  about  5,000  employees  rather 
than  30,000. 

VA  has  reached  its  June  30,  1966,  level 
and  was  required  to  give  up  its  request 
in  the  fiscal  year  1968  budget  for  about 
5,000  additional  personnel  mostly  in 
medical  which  were  needed  to  install  new 
programs. 

The  Johnson  budget  was  prepared  un¬ 
der  the  assumption  that  the  personnel 
ceiling  would  be  removed,  and  the  John¬ 
son  estimates  contained  funds  for  3,587 
additional  employees  in  medical  at  a  cost 
of  $31,567,000,  an  increase  of  498  in  med¬ 
ical  and  prosthetic  research  at  a  cost  of 
$5  million,  an  increase  of  378  in  the  Veter¬ 
ans  Benefits  Office  at  a  cost  of  $3,200,- 
000.  The  revised  budget  removed  these 
recommended  increases  which,  of  course, 
are  not  needed  unless  the  personnel  ceil¬ 
ing  can  be  removed. 

I  would  remind  the  Members  of  this 
House  that  virtually  all  the  legislation 
which  has  been  enacted  for  veterans  in 
recent  years,  and  particularly  that  of  the 
Vietnam  era,  has  passed  the  Congress 
xmanimously.  We  meant  for  these  re- 
tixming  veterans  to  have  the  best  that  we 
could  provide  and  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
going  to  cost  some  money,  not  only  in 
benefits  but  in  employee  and  personnel 
for  the  agency  which  administers  these 
benefits.  There  is  a  greatly  increased 
workload  in  all  areas  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  which  deal  with  adjusted 
benefits.  There  is  a  backlog  in  the  ad¬ 
judication  of  claims,  the  highest  which 
has  existed  since  the  end  of  World  War 
n.  If  we  vote  in  any  way  to  curtail  the 
activities  of  individuals  processing  these 
claims  or  the  general  administrative 
work  of  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
service  which  is  already  deplorable  in 
some  areas  will  decline  even  more  and 
the  Congi-ess  will  be  flooded  with  claims 
which  in  some  instances  will  be  justified, 
of  unwarranted  delays  or  lack  of  atten¬ 
tion,  and  a  general  breakdown  of  hand¬ 
ling  of  claims  for  compensation  and  pen¬ 
sion,  education,  loan  guaranty,  insur¬ 
ance,  and  so  forth. 

Members  should  not  forget,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  casualties  of  the  Viet¬ 
nam  war  are  being  treated  promptly  m 
Veterans’  Administration  hospitals  with¬ 
out  the  necessity  of  building  a  single  new 
hospital.  These  new  patients  have  been 
absorbed  m  the  general  workload  of  the 
Veterans’  Admmistration  and  we  are  all 
happy  and  proud  of  that  fact,  but  we, 
cannot  permit  this  agency  m  the  middle 
of  a  war  to  suffer  a  cut  that  will  impair 
its  operations.  The  Subcommittee  on 


Hospitals  has  just  concluded  a  series  of 
hearings  in  which  every  facet  and  phase 
of  the  hospital  program  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  has  been  carefully  ex¬ 
plored.  The  subcommittee  heard  eminent 
deans  of  outstandmg  medical  schools, 
perhaps  the  best  in  the  country,  testify 
that  the  patient-employee  ratio  in  the 
Veterans’  Administration  has  reached 
shocking  proportions,  sometimes  one- 
half,  and  in  some  instances  one-third  of 
what  is  found  m  well-nm  community 
hospitals  or  a  hospital  affiliated  with  a 
medical  school.  Without  additional  per¬ 
sonnel  and  fimds  it  will  be  necessary  to 
provide  further  cutbacks  in  this  great 
medical  program  which,  I  am  sure,  most 
of  us  upon  matm-e  reflection  do  not  want 
to  see  occur. 

Our  Subcommittee  on  Hospitals  also 
found  great  deficiencies  in  financial  re¬ 
sources  for  research  and  medical  educa¬ 
tion,  both  of  which  are  vital  if  the  type 
and  quality  of  care  which  our  veterans 
deserve  is  to  be  maintained. 

Veterans  organizations  are  concerned 
about  this.  The  text  of  telegrams  from 
veterans  organizations  are  as  follows: 

The  American  Legion  is  gravely  concerned 
about  the  ability  of  the  Veterans  Administra¬ 
tion  to  carry  out  its  mission  to  war  veterans 
and  their  dependents  unless  that  agency  is 
exempted  from  the  ceilings  on  budget  ex¬ 
penditures  for  FV  1970  as  proposed  in  Title  4 
of  H.R.  11400. 

Some  70,000  new  veterans,  many  of  whom 
are  disabled,  are  returning  to  civilian  life 
each  month  from  the  Vietnam  war.  This, 
together  with  increasing  workloads  in  bene¬ 
fits  and  service  to  all  war  veterans,  is  severely 
impairing  VA’s  ability  to  effectively  admin¬ 
ister  its  programs.  The  cost  of  war  and  vet¬ 
erans  benefits — a  delayed  cost  of  war — are  es¬ 
sential  obligations  of  our  government. 

The  American  Legion  urgently  recom¬ 
mends  your  support  of  an  amendment  to 
H.R.  11400  to  be  offered  by  Congressman 
Olin  E.  Teague  to  remove  VA  from  spending 
and  personnel  ceilings  so  that  the  veterans 
program  will  not  be  further  jeopardized. 

Herald  E.  Stringer, 

Director,  National  Legislative  Commission. 


Veterans  Administration  will  be  unable  to 
meet  the  many  demands  resulting  from  Viet¬ 
nam  war  under  the  proposed  ceiling  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1970,  as  provided  in  H.R.  11400,  sup¬ 
plemental  VA  appropriation  bill.  Urgently 
recommend  your  support  and  vote  of  Teague 
amendment  which  will  eliminate  ceiling  on 
veterans  programs. 

Richard  Homan, 

Commander  in  Chief,  Veterans  of  For¬ 
eign  Wars  of  the  United  States. 


The  280,000  members  of  the  Disabled  Amer¬ 
ican  Veterans  urge  you  to  supfHort  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  offered  by  Congressman  Olin  E. 
Teague,  exempting  the  Veterans  Administra¬ 
tion  from  the  spending  celling  projyosed  in 
H.R.  11400.  The  Increased  demands  on  the 
Veterans  Administration  caused  by  the  casu¬ 
alties  of  the  Vietnam  war  and  the  need  for 
updating  legislation  makes  such  an  exemp¬ 
tion  essential  for  the  welfare  of  America’s 
disabled  veterans. 

Charles  L.  Huber, 
National  Director  of  Legislation. 

AMVETS  urge  you  to  support  the  Teague 
amendment  to  H.R.  11400  which  will  exempt 
the  VA  from  the  ceiling  on  expenditures  pro¬ 
posed  under  this  legislation.  The  Vietnam 
war  is  creating  70,000  new  veterans  each 
month,  as  long  as  it  continues  this  number 
will  grow.  Certainly  our  young,  brave  veterans 
are  entitled  to  the  full  range  of  benefits  al¬ 
ready  granted  by  the  Congress  in  its  wisdom 
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and  to  proper  service  for  their  future  needs. 
We  call  up)on  you  to  represent  them  now  as 
unselfishly  as  they  represented  America  in 
her  most  difficult  war.  There  is  no  ceiling  on 
death,  injury  or  loss  of  civilian  pursuits,  how 
can  there  be  a  ceiling  on  the  compassion  of 
our  country?  AMVETS  look  to  you  to  speak 
for  the  new  veterans  of  this  Nation. 

Joseph  V.  Ferrino, 
National  Commander. 


May  20,  1969. 

We  support  wholeheartedly  the  amend¬ 
ment  you  are  going  to  offer  today  to  H.R. 
11400  to  exempt  the  VA  from  the  celling  on 
expenditures  proposed  in  this  legislation.  We 
have  sent  telegrams  to  key  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  stating  our  support  of  this  amendment. 

Victor  V.  Miller, 

National  Commander,  Veterans  of  World 
War  One,  U.S.A.,  Inc. 

So  this  is  the  kind  of  situation  we  are 
in  in  the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 
I  appreciate  very  much  the  words  of  the 
chairman.  I  had  an  amendment,  which  I 
am  not  going  to  offer,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  when  our  veterans  bill 
comes  along  they  will  give  consideration 
to  these  facts. 

It  does  not  make  any  difference  if 
Congress  gives  VA  all  the  money  on 
earth  if  VA  does  not  have  sufficient 
em'ployees  to  run  the  hospitals  and  pro¬ 
vide  the  care  necessary  and  handle 
pending  claims.  On  the  other  side,  it 
does  not  make  any  difference  to  provide 
all  the  employees,  without  the  money  to 
pay  for  them. 

In  the  other  body,  in  the  last  couple  of 
weeks,  they  have  been  very  critical  of 
the  VA  not  doing  enough  to  teU  our  vet¬ 
erans  what  is  going  on.  The  situation  to¬ 
day  is  completely  different  from  that  of 
World  War  II.  When  the  servicemen 
came  home  from  World  War  II  they  sat 
around  in  barracks  for  a  week,  and  had 
plenty  of  time  to  be  counseled.  Today, 
when  they  come  back  from  Europe, 
Korea,  or  Vietnam,  they  are  right  out 
of  the  service. 

What  we  have  done  is  go  to  Vietnam 
to  establish  centers.  The  results  have 
been  very  good.  We  should  have  infor¬ 
mation  centers  in  Korea.  We  should  have 
information  centers  in  Germany. 

The  Veterans’  Administration  main¬ 
tains  a  staff  of  10  contact  representatives 
at  seven  locations  in  Vietnam.  As  of 
April  30,  1969,  a  total  of  718,164  soon  to 
be  discharged  GI’s  had  been  oriented  on 
their  potential  GI  benefits.  Since  the  in¬ 
ception  of  this  program  more  than  77,000 
personal  interviews  have  been  conducted 
and  almost  30,000  actual  applications 
for  benefits  have  been  filed  by  GI’s  be¬ 
fore  departure  from  Vietnam.  VA  repre¬ 
sentatives  assigned  to  duty  in  Vietnam 
are  all  volunteers  and  their  tours  are  for 
6  months’  duration.  Two  VA  contact  rep¬ 
resentatives  have  been  killed  in  Vietnam 
while  carrying  out  their  responsibilities. 

CONTACT  ASSISTANCE  IN  MILITARY  HOSPITALS 

The  VA  is  conducting  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  bedside  assistance  program  while 
woimded  GI’s  are  still  hospitalized  in 
115  military  hospitals.  During  fiscal  year 
1968  more  than  7,000  visits  were  made  to 
military  hospitals  and  personal  inter¬ 
views  were  conducted  with  61,867  dis¬ 
abled  servicemen.  Vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion  applications  totaled  20,269  and 
claims  for  compensation  approximated 
25,000. 
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CONTACT  SERVICE  AT  MILITARY  SEPARATION 
POINTS 

Preseparation  group  orientation  on 
benefits  is  provided  at  288  military  sepa¬ 
ration  points  each  month.  During  fiscal 
year  1968  almost  8,000  visits  were  made 
to  these  separation  points  by  VA  contact 
representatives,  over  496,000  servicemen 
were  oriented  and  70,265  personal  inter¬ 
views  were  conducted. 

LOCATIONS  OF  VIETNAM  CONTACT  CENTERS 

Air  Force:  Tan  Son  Nhut,  Bien  Hoa, 
Cam  Ranh  Bay,  and  De  Nang. 

Army:  Cam  Ranh  Bay  and  Long  Binh. 

Marine:  De  Nang. 

Itinerant  service:  Phan  Rang,  Tuy 
Hoa,  Phy  Cat,  Chu  Lai,  U.S.  Naval  Hos¬ 
pital,  De  Nang,  and  29th  Evacuation 
Hospital,  Saigon. 

Yet  in  this  today  there  has  been  cut 
$500,000  off  this  kind  of  program,  when 
they  have  the  biggest  backlog  they  have 
had  at  any  time  in  the  VA  program. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  chairman  that 
I  will  appear  before  your  committee 
when  this  budget  comes  along,  because 
I  do  not  believe  they  are  treating  the  VA 
right. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  main  problem  here, 
I  believe,  which  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Teague)  has  so  well  present¬ 
ed,  is  that  of  personnel  limitations  which 
were  fixed  in  section  201  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  last  year. 

Let  me  say  that  in  appropriation  bills 
this  year  for  the  fiscal  year  1970,  we  will 
probably  propose  to  recommend  some 
set-aside  of  that  provision  of  the  law  as 
to  personnel.  We  have  already  Included 
such  a  set-aside  provision  in  the  ver¬ 
sions  of  the  bills  which  have  been 
marked  up  to  date.  We  expect  to  report 
the  first  one  tomorrow.  So  the  personnel 
problem  can,  I  feel  confident,  be  han¬ 
dled  selectively  and  appropriately. 

With  respect  to  the  amount  of  funds 
needed,  that  will  be  a  matter  for  the 
House  to  decide.  I  am  sure  all  of  us  are 
going  to  give  our  veterans  the  benefit  of 
the  doubt  and  see  to  it  that  they  get  am¬ 
ple  funds  for  the  various  veterans  pro¬ 
grams. 

Let  me  read  to  the  committee  the  pro¬ 
vision  on  personnel  that  we  would  pro¬ 
pose  to  include  in  the  bill  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration.  It  reads: 

Positions  in  the  agencies  covered  by  this 
Act-—" 

Which  would  Include  the  Veterans’ 
Administration — 

whether  financed  from  funds  contained  in 
this  Act  or  from  other  sources,  may  be  filled 
during  the  fiscal  year  1970  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  Section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364^ 

That  is  the  tax  bill — 
and  such  positions  shall  not  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  determining  numbers  of  em¬ 
ployees  under  subsection  (a)  of  that  sec¬ 
tion  or  ntunbers  of  vacancies  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  that  section. 

In  other  words,  it  sets  aside  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  personnel  which  is  in  operation 
at  this  time,  and  which  is  permanent  law. 


It  is,  as  I  said,  prepared  to  include  this 
provision  in  the  bill  for  the  forthcoming 
fiscal  year.  I  believe  this  will  meet  the 
situation  adequately  as  to  personnel  ceil¬ 
ing  restrictions  on  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration. 

(Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  the  very  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  colloquy  which  has  token 
place  between  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  ,  and  the  other  gen- 
lemen,  has  ably  explained  this  resolu¬ 
tion  which  is  pending  before  the  House. 

To  some  extent  my  understanding  is 
just  a  little  different,  and  I  will  mention 
that  for  what  it  may  be  worth. 

I  believe  this  is  an  unusual  procedure, 
to  handle  it  in  this  way  today.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary,  for  otherwise  the  resolution  would 
have  to  lie  on  the  desk  for  24  hours,  in 
order  to  have  general  debate. 

I  believe  the  approach  of  providing  the 
administration  with  a  top  ceiling  is  prob¬ 
ably  the  first  time  that  is  has  ever  been 
placed  into  effect  by  the  Congress,  as  to 
a  ceihng  limit  for  what  they  could  spend. 
Last  year  we  made  them  cut  certain 
amounts,  but  this  language,  under  title 
IV,  will,  mean  that  they  cannot  spend 
more  than  $192.9  billion. 

Now,  where  I  differ  a  little  bit,  if  I 
understood  the  colloquy  so  far  as  the 
Veterans’  Administration  or  anything 
else  is  concerned,  is  that  this  language 
does  not  apply  to  the  action  taken  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  In 
our  authorization  bill  for  the  veterans, 
we  can  exceed  the  money,  in  that  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  that  is  set  forth  in  the 
budget.  If  it  is  appropriated,  that  money 
can  be  spent,  and  the  $192.9  billion 
would  be  increased  by  whatever  action 
Congress  takes  in  authorizing  and  ap¬ 
propriating  money  over  the  budget  top 
of  $192.9  billion. 

I  ask  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Mahon)  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  In  other 
words,  we  do  not  bind  the  Congress.  We 
can  come  in  next  week  and  change  this. 
We  can  repeal  it.  We  can  add  to  it.  We 
can  do  whatever  we  want  with  any  sin¬ 
gle  authorization  or  appropriation  bill, 
and  the  veterans  will  be  taken  care  of 
when  the  independent  offices  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  comes  in,  after  the  authorizing 
legislation  has  been  approved. 

So  other  than  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  it  is  up  to  the  Congress  to  cooper¬ 
ate.  We  have  already  taken  one  action 
in  the  maritime  authorization  bill,  which 
increased  the  money  over  and  above  the 
budget  request.  That  amount,  if  appro¬ 
priated,  will  raise  this  ceiling  by  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  asked  for  and  what  this  House  of 
Representatives  asked  for  last  week.  Next 
week  we  will  have  the  space  bill.  A  rule 
was  granted  on  it  yesterday.  There  is 
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an  additional  amount  in  the  space  pro¬ 
gram,  in  the  authorization  bill,  over  and 
above  the  budget  request.  If  that  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  and  if  the  money  is  ap¬ 
propriated  over  and  above  that  figure, 
in  my  opinion,  that  will  increase  the 
$192.9  bilhon.  If  I  am  not  correct  in 
that,  I  would  like  to  have  somebody 
straighten  me  out. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  its  chairman  ought  to  be  congratu¬ 
lated  for  the  manner  in  which  they  are 
handling  the  spending  ceiling  this  year. 
The  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Texas,  and 
Mr.  CoLMER,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  and  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules  (Mr.  Smith)  have  explained  in  de¬ 
tail  how  this  ceiling  will  work. 

This  ceiling  limits  the  administration 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  it 
places  no  limitation  on  any  action  that 
the  Congress  might  choose  to  take  either 
to  raise  or  to  lower  in  any  instance  any 
agency’s  budget.  We  all,  to  a  man,  share 
a  sincere  concern  for  our  veterans.  I 
know  that  this  Congress  is  not  going  to 
be  insensitive  to  the  needs  of  our  veterans 
or  anyone  else.  We  are  doing  a  better 
job  with  placing  a  limitation  on  expend¬ 
itures  this  year  in  this  manner,  in  my 
personal  opinion,  than  we  did  last  year, 
because  we  placed  too  much  of  a  burden 
for  reducing  expenditures  on  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  and  did 
not  shoulder  the  responsibility  in  the  leg¬ 
islative.  We  can  raise  or  lower  the  budget 
any  time  we  want  to  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  up  to  the  Congress,  and  that 
is  where  the  responsibility  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  for  a  question. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Would  you  agree 
that  by  labeling  this  as  a  limitation  on 
appropriations  it  is  a  misnomer  and  ac¬ 
tually  it  is  solely  a  limitation  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  not  a  limitation  on  appropria¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  a  limitation  on  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  admit  it  is  not  a 
limitation  on  appropriations  but  just  on 
expenditures.  You  are  calling  it  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  appropriations,  and  this  is  a 
misnomer. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  do  not 
think  the  language  says  that.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  says  that.  It  is  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  amoimt  of  money  that  the 
administration  can  spend  in  fiscal  year 
1970  unless  Congress  raises  it  or  lowers 
it. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  The  gentleman  evi¬ 
dently  agrees  with  me  except  that  he 
uses  more  words  than  I  to  say  so. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  It  is  going 
to  be  awfully  tough  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  under  the  present  setup  to  live 
under  this  figure.  Congress  will  have  to 
help  in  every  way  that  it  can. 
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Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson).  The  question  is  on  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that  the 
ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evidently 
a  quoriun  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  322,  nays  53,  not  voting  58, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  58] 

YEAS— 322 


Abbitt 

Cunningham 

Harvey 

Abernethy 

Daddarlo 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Adair 

Daniel,  Va. 

Henderson 

Adams 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Hicks 

Addabbo 

Davis,  Ga. 

Holifield 

Albert 

Davis,  Wls. 

Horton 

Alexander 

de  la  Garza 

Hosmer 

Anderson, 

Delaney 

Hull 

Tenn. 

Dellenback 

Hungate 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Denney 

Hunt 

Andrews, 

Dennis 

Hutchinson 

N.  Dak. 

.Devine 

Ichord 

Annunzlo 

Dickinson 

Jacobs 

Arends 

Diggs 

Jarman 

Ashbrook 

Donohue 

Joelson 

Asplnall 

Dorn 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Ayres 

Dowdy 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Beau,  Md. 

Downing 

Jonas 

Belcher 

Dulskl 

Jones,  Ala. 

Bell,  Calif. 

Duncan 

Jones,  N.C. 

Bennett 

Dwyer 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Berry 

Eckhardt 

Karth 

Betts 

Edmondson 

Kazen 

Bevill 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Kee 

Biaggi 

Erlenborn 

Keith 

Blester 

Esch 

King 

Blackburn 

Eshleman 

Kleppe 

Blanton 

Evans,  Colo. 

Kluczynski 

Blatnik 

Evlns,  Tenn. 

Kuykendall 

Boggs 

Fallon 

Kyi 

Boland 

Fascell 

Kyros 

Bow 

Felghan 

Landgrebe 

Brasco 

Findley 

Landrum 

Bray 

Fish 

Langen 

Brinkley 

Fisher 

Latta 

Brock 

Flood 

Lennon 

Brooks 

Flowers 

Lipscomb 

Broomfield 

Flynt 

Lloyd 

Brotzman 

Foley 

Long,  La. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Long,  Md. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Ford, 

Lowenstein 

Broyhlll,  N.C. 

WUllam  D. 

Lukens 

BroyhUl,  Va. 

Foreman 

McCIm-e 

Buchanan 

Fountain 

McCulloch 

Burke,  Pla. 

Prellnghuysen 

McDade 

Burke,  Mass. 

Frledel 

McDonald, 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Pulton,  Pa. 

Mich. 

Burllson,  Mo. 

Pulton,  Tenn. 

McEwen 

Burton,  Utah 

Fuqua 

McPall 

Bush 

Gallfianakls 

McKneally 

Button 

Garmatz 

Macdonald, 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Gettys 

Mass. 

Cabell 

Gialmo 

MacGregor 

Caffery 

Gibbons. 

Madden 

Camp 

Goldwater 

Mahon 

Carter 

Gonzalez 

Mallllard 

Casey 

Goodllng 

Mann 

Cederberg 

Gray 

Marsh 

Celler 

Green,  Oreg. 

Martin 

Chamberlain 

Grlffln 

Mathias 

ChappeU 

Grlfiaths 

Matsunaga 

Clausen, 

Grover 

May 

DonH. 

Gude 

Mayne 

Clawson,  Del 

Hagan 

Michel 

Cleveland 

Haley 

Miller,  Calif. 

Cohelan 

Halpem 

Miller,  Ohio 

Collins 

Hamilton 

Mills 

Colmer 

Hamer- 

Mink 

Conable 

schmldt 

MlnshaU 

Conte 

Hanley 

Mize 

Corbett 

Hanna 

MlzeU 

Corman 

Hansen,  Idaho 

MoUohan 

CoughUn 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Monagan 

Cramer 

Harsha 

Montgomery 

Morgan 

Roth 

’Thompson,  Ga. 

Morton 

Roudebush 

’Thomson,  Wis. 

Myers 

Roybal 

Tlernan 

Natcher 

Ruppe 

Udall 

Nelsen 

Ruth 

unman 

O’Konskl 

St  Germain 

utt 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

St.  Onge 

Vander  Jagt 

Passman 

Satterfield 

Vanik 

Patman 

Schadeberg 

Vigorito 

Patten 

Scherle 

Waggonner 

Pelly 

Scott 

Waldle 

Perkins 

Sebellus 

Wampler 

Pettis 

Shriver 

Watkins 

Pickle 

Sikes 

Watts 

Pike 

Sisk 

Welcker 

Pirnle 

Slack 

Whalen 

Poage 

Smith,  Calif. 

Whalley 

Poff 

Smith,  Iowa 

White 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Snyder 

Whitehurst 

Price,  Tex. 

Springer 

Whitten 

Pryor,  Ark. 

Stafford 

WidnaU 

Pucinski 

Staggers 

Williams 

Ptucell 

Stanton 

Wilson, 

Qule 

Steed 

Charles  H. 

Quillen 

Steiger,  Arlz. 

Winn 

Rarlck 

Steiger,  Wis, 

Wold 

Reid,  Ill. 

Stephens 

Wolff 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Stubblefield 

Wright 

Rhodes 

Stuckey 

Wyatt 

Rivers 

Sullivan 

Wydler 

Roberts 

Symington 

Wylie 

Robison 

Taft 

Wyman 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Talcott 

Yatron 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Taylor 

Young 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Zion 

Rostenkowskl 

Teague,  Tex. 

NAYS— 53 

Zwach 

Anderson, 

Gilbert 

Olsen 

Calif. 

Gross 

Ottlnger 

Barrett 

Hall 

PodeU 

Bingham 

Hathaway 

Price,  HI. 

Bolling 

Hawkins 

Rees 

Brademas 

Hays 

Reuss 

Brown,  Calif. 

Kastenmeler 

Ronan 

Btuton,  Calif. 

Koch 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

McCarthy 

Rosenthal 

Chisholm 

Meeds 

Ryan 

Clay 

Mlkva 

Scheper 

Conyers 

Minlsh 

Schneebeli 

Derwinski 

Moorhead 

Stokes 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Mosher 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Ellberg 

Moss 

Tunney 

Farbsteln 

Nix 

Van  Deerlln 

Fraser 

Obey 

Yates 

Gaydos 

O’Hara 

Zablockl 

NOT  VOTING — 58 

Anderson,  HI. 

Hubert 

Pollock 

Ashley 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Powell 

Baring 

Helstoskl 

Railsback 

Bates 

Hogan 

Randall 

OahUl 

Howard 

Relfel 

Carey 

Klrwan 

Riegle 

Clancy 

Leggett 

Rodino 

Clark 

Lujan 

Rumsfeld 

ColUer 

McClory 

Sandman 

Cowger 

McCloskey 

Saylor 

Culver 

McMillan 

Schwengel 

Dawson 

MesklU 

Shipley 

Dent 

Morse 

Skubltz 

Dingell 

Murphy,  HI. 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Edwards,  La. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Stratton 

Prey 

Nedzi 

Watson 

Gallagher 

Nichols 

Wiggins 

Green,  Pa. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Wilson,  Bob 

Gubser 

Pepper 

Hastings 

Phllbln 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  ‘  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Bates. 

Mr.  Klrwan  with  Mr.  Rumsfeld. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Clancy. 
Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 
Mr.  Rodino  with  Mr.  Morse. 

Mr.  Shipley  with  Mr.  Lujan. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  McCloskey. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Pollock. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Saylor. 
Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  MeskiU. 
Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  RaUs- 
back. 

Mr.  Pepper  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Smith  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Prey. 

Mr.  Howard  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  Hlinols  with  Mr.  Gubser. 
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Mr.  Nedzi  with  Mr.  Skubltz. 

Mr.  Nichols  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 

Mr.  Randall  with  Mr.  Hastings. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Schwengel. 

Mr.  Clark  with  Mr.  BelfeL 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Watson. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Riegle. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Wiggins. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mrs.  Heckler  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  Helstoskl  with  Mr.  Hogan. 

Mr.  BRASCO  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  mak¬ 
ing  supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State’  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11400,  with 
Mr.  Holifield  in  the  chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had  read 
through  line  7  on  page  2  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  the  full 
5  minutes,  but  I  do  feel  I  want  to  express, 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  my  concern  regarding  the 
excessive  use  of  supplementals.  You 
know,  we  have  reached  a  point  here 
where  the  ink  is  no  more  dry  on  the 
regular  appropriations  bills  until  we  get 
the  first  supplemental.  Then  we  get  the 
second  and  the  third  and  finally  30  days 
before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  here 
we  are  up  with  another  massive  supple¬ 
mental  bill. 

I  recognize  that  we  in  Congress  do 
take  certain  actions  that  sometimes  do 
require  consideration  In  the  area  of  sup¬ 
plementals,  but  I  just  want  to  tell  the 
House  and  the  members  of  my  commit¬ 
tee  that  I  do  not  like  this  approach  at 
all.  I  am  very  imhappy  with  it.  I  think 
the  time  has  come  when  we  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  should  control 
ourselves  better  as  to  the  handling  of 
supplementals.  Further,  what  we  ought 
to  do  is  tell  the  executive  agencies  not  to 
come  up  with  supplementals  as  prolifi- 
cally  as  they  do  now. 

In  my  opinion  about  one  or  two  sup¬ 
plementals  a  year  is  enough.  I  am  ex¬ 
pressing  my  opposition  to  a  supple¬ 
mental  bill  in  these  amoimts,  30  days 
before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  in  some 
instances  with  agencies  trying  to  get 
money  that  was  already  denied  in  their 
regular  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to  this  ap¬ 
proach  and  I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
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something  can  be  done  to  control  what 
I  consider  to  be  an  abuse  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  procedure. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  supplementals. 

I  would  say  that  with  respect  to  the 
matter  of  restoration  of  reductions  made 
last  year,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  funds 
in  this  bill  represent  money  for  functions 
which  were  reduced  in  appropriations 
made  by  Congress  last  year.  The  amount 
so  involved  is  some  $34  million.  It  is  only 
about  one-third  of  1  percent  of  the  ap¬ 
proximately  $12  billion  cut  last  year  from 
the  requests  for  new  fvmds  for  fiscal  year 
1969.  That  is  a  pretty  good  record,  I 
would  say. 

We  always  have  a  supplemental  bill 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  in  the  new 
session.  This  one,  it  is  tnie,  has  been  de¬ 
layed  somewhat  longer  than  usual.  I 
agree  that  we  should  avoid  supplementals 
wherever  and  whenever  we  reasonably 
can.  Most  of  this  pending  supplemental 
is  for  costs  associated  with  the  war  in 
Vietnam,  or  for  pay  increases  voted  and 
put  into  effect  last  year,  plus  a  few  other 
items  that  are  either  mandatory  under 
basic  law  or  rest  on  other  requirements 
that  the  committee  foimd  jxistifiable. 

But  I  appreciate  the  views  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan.  Some  supple¬ 
mentals  are  more  or  less  inevitable  for 
a  variety  of  reasons.  The  basis  for  those 
in  this  bill  are,  of  coiuse,  explained  in  the 
conunittee  report  accompanying  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RYAN 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ryan:  Strike 
out  title  I  (beginning  on  page  2,  line  1,  and 
ending  on  page  3,  line  5) ,  and  redesignate  the 
succeeding  provisions  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment  is  to  strike  out  title  I 
of  the  bill  entitled  “Military  Operations 
in  Southeast  Asia”  which  would  appro¬ 
priate  in  supplemental  funds  some  $1.2 
billion  for  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

This  amendment  is  also  sponsored  by 
other  concerned  Members  of  the  House, 
including  my  distinguished  colleagues, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Low- 
ENSTEiN) ,  and  the  gentleman  from  CaU- 
fomia  (Mr.  Burton). 

Mr  Chairman,  my  amendment  is  ap¬ 
propriate  at  this  point  because  it  offers 
the  only  means  that  the  House  has  to 
vote  on  the  conduct  of  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  The  power  of  the  purse  is  the  one 
power  that  we  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  to  call  a  halt  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  infusion  of  men  and  money  into 
the  conflict  in  Southeast  Asia — and  the 
continued  sacrifice  of  lives.  If  we  do  not 
seize  upon  this  opportunity,  then  we  will 
once  again  have  abdicated  the  responsi¬ 
bility  which  we  have  to  review  and  con¬ 
trol  the  administration’s  exercise  of 
foreign  policy. 

Again  this  year,  as  for  each  of  the  past 
5  years,  we  have  before  us  a  request  for 
supplemental  appropriations  to  prose¬ 
cute  the  war  in  Vietnam.  For  the  fifth 


year  in  a  row  the  costs  of  the  war  have 
been  imderestimated  in  the  initial  budget 
presentation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one-third  of  the  funds 
contained  in  this  bill,  $1,234  billion  out 
of  $3,783  billion  is  for  military  operations 
in  Southeast  Asia  under  title  I.  The  in¬ 
creased  fimds  are  needed  to  pay  for  in¬ 
creased  troop  strength  over  that  origi¬ 
nally  estimated  and  budgeted  for  fiscal 
year  1969.  Other  funds  are  required  be¬ 
cause  there  has  been  an  increase  by  50 
percent  in  bombings  by  B-52’s  in  South 
Vietnam  following  the  cessation  of  the 
bombing  in  the  north. 

A  greater  tonnage  of  bombs  has  been 
used  in  Vietnam  than  the  United  States 
used  in  all  of  World  War  II. 

Despite  the  President’s  statement  last 
week  that  the  United  States  does  not  seek 
a  military  victory,  the  level  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  involvement  in  Southeast  Asia  is  no 
less  today  than  it  was  1  year  ago.  The 
brutal  fact  that  over  12,000  American 
servicemen  have  been  kiUed  since  the 
Paris  peace  talks  began  is  proof  that  the 
level  of  violence  and  destruction  has  not 
subsided.  Witness  the  loss  of  43  American 
lives  and  the  woimding  of  290  other 
American  soldiers  in  the  11  assaults 
upon  Apbin  Hill,  known  as  “Hamburger 
Hill”  since  about  May  10. 

Although  the  American  people  ex¬ 
pressed  their  opposition  to  the  continu¬ 
ance  of  the  war  through  the  political 
process  last  year,  there  has  been  no  fun¬ 
damental  change  in  policy  which  would 
lead  to  the  disengagement  of  American 
forces. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  our 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Ryan),  for  bring¬ 
ing  this  matter  at  issue  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union.  It  is  obvloxis  to  every  single 
person  on  this  fioor  that  unless  we  slow 
down  and  reduce  the  level  of  violence  and 
the  level  of  expenditures  in  Southeast 
Asia,  we  will  not  be  able  to  cope  with  the 
other  problems  confronting  this  Nation. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
is  to  be  highly  commended  by  all  of  us 
for  having  the  insight  to  give  us  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  express  ourselves  at  this 
very  important  point  in  time  in  the  war 
in  Vietnam. 

Mr.  K(X)H.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KOCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  ask  the  gentleman  for  his  per¬ 
mission  to  join  in  cosponsorship  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate 
the  support  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  for  this  amendment.  I  believe  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Burton) 
has  pointed  out  very  cogently  that,  as 
long  as  the  war  continues  to  drain  some 
$27  or  $28  billion  as  it  already  has  done 
in  fiscal  year  1969,  according  to  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
the  necessary  resources  will  not  be  de¬ 


voted  to  solution  of  the  pressing  prob¬ 
lems  which  confront  us  domestically. 

This  bill  before  us  is  inadequate  in  its 
treatment  of  domestic  programs.  The 
rent  supplement  program,  for  instance, 
was  funded  at  less  than  50  percent  of  tha 
Johnson  administration’s  budget  request 
Yet  this  bill  provides  no  supplemental  ap-' 
propriations  for  rent  supplements. 

The  section  246  interest  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  for  rental  and  cooperative  housing 
is  still  $10  million  under  the  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  essential  that  this 
war  end.  By  voting  against  supplemental 
appropriations  for  it,  we  will  tell  the 
administration  that,  with  all  the  mgent 
domestic  problems  facing  our  country,  it 
will  have  to  get  along  in  Vietnam  with 
the  paltry  amounts  of  money  which  have 
already  been  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1969 — some  $27  billion  or  $28  billion. 

The  only  way  to  force  a  change  in 
policy  is  to  refuse  to  approve  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  any  additional  funds  for  the 
war. 

As  long  as  Congress  continues  to  ac¬ 
quiesce  in  appropriations  for  the  war,  as 
long  as  Congress  continues  to  rubber- 
stamp  administration  policy,  then  Con¬ 
gress  must  share  the  responsibility  with 
the  administration  for  the  continuation 
of  that  war.  If  Congress  wants  to  bring 
the  war  to  a  close,  it  has  the  power  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  1965,  1966,  1967, 
and  1968  I  voted  against  supplemental 
appropriation  bills  which  permitted  the 
war  to  be  expanded  and  escalated.  I  shall 
do  so  again  today.  It  is  time  to  halt  the 
violence  and  destruction  which  have 
claimed  the  lives  of  so  many  Americans 
and  Vietnamese. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  everyone  knows, 
our  Government  is  seeking  to  bring  the 
war  in  Vietnam  to  a  satisfactory  con¬ 
clusion.  Peace  talks  are  imderway  in 
Paris,  and  we  certainly  do  not  want  to 
weaken  the  position  of  .  our  Government 
at  this  strategic  time.  It  is  hoped  that 
more  and  more  of  the  fighting  will  be 
assumed  by  the  South  Vietnamese 
forces.  This  bill  contains  a  quarter  of 
a  billion  dollars  for  strengthening  and 
modernizing  the  South  Vietnamese 
Army  in  order  to  better  equip  them  for 
taking  over  the  fighting. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  be  most  ill- 
advised  to  pull  the  rug  out  from  tmder 
our  forces  in  Vietnam,  so  to  speak,  and 
out  from  under  our  negotiators  at  the 
Paris  talks. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  hope  that 
we  can  vote  on  this  amendment  at  this 
time,  and  vote  the  amendment  down. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Cffiairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  how  much  of 
the  additional  appropriations,  particu¬ 
larly  as  they  relate  to  military  pay  costs 
for  additional  personnel,  are  for  the  ad¬ 
dition  of  troops  beyond  those  presently 
in  Vietnam? 
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Mr.  MAHON.  There  are  no  funds  for 
the  addition  of  troops  beyond  those  pres¬ 
ently  in  Vietnam. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  There  is  no  money  in 
here  for  additional  troops? 

Mr.  MAHON.  No,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
a  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LOWENSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  LOWENSTEIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LOWENSTEIN.  iMr.  Chairman,  I 
speak  today  because  the  confluence  of 
recent  events  have  made  the  timing  of 
this  discussion  fateful  for  the  country. 

Last  March  26,  in  a  speech  on  the  floor 
of  this  House  I  said: 

Soon  we  in  the  Congress  will  be  asked  again 
for  the  funds  to  continue  prosecution  of  the- 
war,  and  then,  as  before,  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  will  face  the  most  unacceptable  of 
alternatives:  for  they  will  be  told  that  to 
refuse  to  appropriate  money  to  protect  our 
fighting  men  is  to  consign  to  death  yet  more 
of  those  Americans  who  are  surely  among 
those  least  deserving  to  die — those  Americans 
who  are  carrying  out  the  orders  of  their 
Government  with  a  valor  and  loyalty  in  the 
face  of  the  great  difficulties  and  uncertainties 
of  the  situation  that  must  rank  with  the 
highest  such  response  of  our  history. 

Yet  valor  and  loyalty  do  not  make  wrong 
things  right,  or  senseless  policies  sensible,  or 
hopeless  pursuits  hopeful.  So  there  will  be 
those  who  feel  that  to  vote  money  for  the 
further  prosecution  of  the  war  is  not  to  pro¬ 
tect  lives,  but  indeed  to  make  more  certain 
that  more  lives  will  be  polntlessly  lost. 

It  is  the  imminence  of  this  decision  and 
the  existence  of  stalemate  and  escalation  in 
Paris  and  Vietnam  that  leads  me  then  to  urge 
the  President  the  following  steps: 

First,  the  United  States  should  begin  at  the 
earliest  possible  moment  to  withdraw  with  all 
deliberate  speed  as  large  a  part  of  our  Armed 
Forces  in  South  Vietnam  as  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  continued  safety  of  those 
men  who  remain  behind. 

Second,  the  United  States  should  make 
clear,  to  those  whom  we  have  supported  and 
opposed  alike,  that  it  is  our  intention  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  withdraw  American  troops  from 
South  Vietnam  until  none  shall  remain,  pro¬ 
viding  only  that  during  this  continuing  with¬ 
drawal  the  Government  of  North  Vietnam 
and  the  Vletcong  will  participate  in  good 
faith  efforts  to  resolve  by  negotiation  the 
negotiable  questions  mentioned  above. 

Third,  the  United  States  should  reiterate 
its  willingness  to  assist  in  the  relocation 
of  people  who  do  not  wish  to  remain  in 
South  Vietnam  under  new  circumstances 
that  must  arise  in  any  peace  settlement, 
and  to  assist  through  international  agen¬ 
cies  in  the  reconstruction  of  the  land  dev¬ 
astated  by  so  many  years  of  war. 

There  has  been  hesitation  to  begin  the 
removal  of  American  troops  on  the  theory 
that  to  take  such  a  step  while  negotiations 
are  in  progress  could  weaken  the  bargaining 
position  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
Government  of  South  Vietnam.  But  I  have 
become  convinced  that  the  opposite  is  in 
fact  the  case,  unless  we  are  still  seeking  to 
negotiate  what  are  not  in  fact  negotiable 
goals. 

For  if  in  fact  the  early  withdrawal  of 
American  troops  is  one  of  our  objectives  In 
the  negotiations,  to  begin  that  withdrawal 
could  hardly  be  called  a  step  away  from 
achieving  that  one  of  our  objectives.  It  even 
seems  likely  that  to  begin  realizing  that  ob¬ 
jective  might  well  make  it  easier  to  realize 
other  objectives  as  well. 


The  carrot  of  continuing  the  American 
withdrawal  should  increase  the  incentive  for 
the  Vietcong  and  the  North  Vietnamese 
to  negotiate  in  good  faith:  while  the  stick  of 
beginning  the  American  withdrawal  could 
hardly  fall  to  make  clear  to  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  government  that  we  finally  mean 
what  we  have  been  saying  for  so  many 
years — that  the  war  in  Vietnam  will  be  de- 
Amerlcanized.  That  simple  fact  should  prove 
a  greater  inducement  to  the  government  of 
South  Vietnam  to  negotiate  in  good  faith 
than  all  the  exhortations  that  words  can 
construct.  It  would  at  least  remove  their 
greatest  incentive  not  to  negotiate ;  the  con¬ 
fidence  that  as  long  as  there  are  not  success¬ 
ful  negotiations  there  will  be  an  American 
army  on  hand  to  keep  them  in  power. 

Therefore,  should  the  President  begin  the 
withdrawal  of  American  troops  and  accom¬ 
pany  that  withdrawal  with  public  declara¬ 
tions  such  as  those  proposed  here,  he  would, 
I  believe,  facilitate  negotiations  rather  than 
hinder  them,  and  thus  he  would  make  a 
major  start  toward  removing  the  barriers 
that  separate  the  American  people  from  the 
most  nearly  satisfactory  resolution  of  their 
most  dlfiicult  dilemma. 

In  short,  it  now  seems  clear  that  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  withdrawal  of  American  troops 
would  in  fact  strengthen  our  bargaining 
position  if  we  want  to  get  all  the  Vietnamese 
involved  to  work  out  the  quickest  possible 
way  to  end  the  war  and  the  least  painful 
way  to  begin  the  reconstruction. 

In  any  event,  once  these  steps  were  taken 
and  America’s  purposes  were  clear,  there 
would  be  new  unity  at  home  in  support  of 
those  who  are  negotiating  and  new  hope  for 
a  healing  of  the  spirit  of  this  land:  and  there 
would  be  at  last  an  irrefutable  rebuttal  to 
those  who  have  denied  the  efficacy  of  the 
democratic  process  and  who  would  tear  it 
down  the  pretext  that  it  has  collapsed  or  has 
never  worked. 

The  money  necessary  for  the  “protection’’ 
of  the  lives  of  those  Americans  still  in  the 
combat  area  would  then  be  voted  without 
the  haunting  sense  that  each  dollar  pro¬ 
claimed  as  protection  might  in  fact  Increase 
the  likelihood  of  destruction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Americans  ought  today 
to  be  feeling  great  pride  because  our 
fighting  men  gained  what  is  called  a 
great  victory  in  a  battle  in  Vietnam. 

Instead,  many  millions  of  Americans 
feel  a  gnawing  and  growing  wound  at 
their  heart,  because  in  fact  several  hun¬ 
dred  more  of  our  finest  young  men  have 
become  casualties  in  what  must  be  the 
most  irrelevant  battle  in  our  history 
since  the  Battle  of  New  Orleans.  How 
bitter  the  taste — and  the  fruits — of  such 
a  “victory”  at  such  a  price. 

But  what  is  most  tragic  about  this 
“victory”  is  that  the  Battle  of  Ham¬ 
burger  Hill  is  simply  a  concentrated  dose 
of  what  goes  on  all  the  time  in  less  con¬ 
centrated  form,  what  goes  on  polntlessly, 
dangerously,  and  apparently  intermin¬ 
ably. 

So  the  moment  of  “the  most  unac¬ 
ceptable  of  alternatives”  has  now  arrived 
as  expected,  and  once  again  we  are 
asked  for  new  funds  to  fight  more  such 
battles,  to  seek  more  such  “victories”  on 
the  fevered  road  to  disaster. 

And  since  the  withdrawal  of  American 
troops  has  not  begun,  since  the  President 
has  not  felt  he  could  state  the  national 
goals  in  Vietnam  in  a  fashion  that  would 
suggest  that  the  beginning  of  such  with¬ 
drawal  is  imminent  since  we  still  seem 
unwilling  to  use  negotiations  to  pursue 
those  things  that  are  negotiable — above 
all,  since  military  commanders  still  feel 
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free  to  spill  unmeasured  blood  to  gain 
transient  possession  of  distant  hilltops — 
in  these  circumstances,  I  am  convinced 
that  to  vote  more  money  is  to  squander 
more  lives. 

I  cannot  believe  that  anyone  here  or 
anywhere  else  thinks  that  it  is  in  the 
national  interest  to  continue  this  war,  to 
pile  up  more  bodies  on  more  Hamburger 
Hills.  But  that  is  what  we  authorize 
when  we  vote  more  money  at  this  bloody 
moment. 

We  do  not  “strengthen  our  bargaining 
position”  by  such  a  vote,  on  the  contrary, 
we  make  it  less  likely  that  the  President 
will  read  correctly  the  national  will  to 
get  out  of  Vietnam.  We  give  the  green 
light,  in  fact,  to  the  continuation  of  the 
policies  that  have  led  to  all  this  unre¬ 
deemable  slaughter. 

Many  of  us  will  not  do  this.  We  will 
vote  to  save  American  lives.  We  will  vote 
to  salvage  the  security  and  honor  of  the 
Nation.  The  only  way  to  do  that  under 
the  present  circumstances  is  to  vote  “no” 
on  this  appropriation  and  on  all  subse¬ 
quent  appropriations  to  prosecute  the 
war.  We  vote  no  with  the  prayer  that 
these  votes  will  help  persuade  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  reverse  the  course  before  the  na¬ 
tional  imraveling  becomes  irreversible. 

If  the  Congress  abdicates  its  obliga¬ 
tion  to  make  this  judgment  on  the  na¬ 
tional  policy,  it  will  do  so  to  the  peril 
of  this  country  that  we  love  next  only  to 
liberty  and  justice  themselves. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  place 
and  this  is  the  moment  to  say  “No;  not 
another  dollar — not  another  profligate 
expenditure-  of  lives.  Begin  instead  today 
the  withdrawing  of  tro.ops,  the  de-Amer- 
icanizing  of  the  war,  and  begin  at  home 
with  the  pressing  national  agenda  so 
long  and  so  dangerously  deferred  and 
already  so  difiicult  to  address.”  Then 
we  can  close  ranks  in  support  of  the 
President,  in  support  of  his  negotiators. 
We  can  vote  the  money  for  the  closing- 
out  in  Vietnam  and  for  the  starting-in 
at  home.  We  can  offer  protection  for  the 
South  Vietnamese  Government  against 
massacres  during  transition  if  it  will 
seek  peace,  or  we  can  depart  and  let  it 
tend  to  its  own  future  if  it  prefers  to 
fight.  We  can,  in  short,  stop  imp,osing  a 
government  on  the  people  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam  and  a  war  on  the  people  of  that 
country  and  our  own. 

I  concluded  my  remarks  here  on  March 
26  by  reading  something  that  had  been 
said  by  Senator  Robert  F.  Kennedy  a 
year  ago.  I  read  it  again  now  haunted 
by  the  sense  that  grows  more  prophetic 
with  each  tragic  day : 

I  am  concerned  .  .  .  that  the  course  we 
are  following  at  the  present  time  Is  deeply 
wrong  ...  I  am  concerned  that,  at  the  end 
of  It  all,  there  will  only  be  more  Americans 
killed,  more  of  our  treasure  spilled  out,  and 
because  of  the  bitterness  and  hatred  on 
every  side  of  this  war,  more  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Vietnamese  slaughtered:  so 
that  they  may  say,  as  Tacitus  said  of  Rome: 
“They  made  a  desert  and  called  It  peace.” 
I  don’t  think  that’s  satisfactory  for  the 
United  States  of  America.  I  do  not  think 
that  Is  what  this  country  stands  for.' 

Mr.  KOCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized. 
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Mr.  KOCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  March 
of  1968  the  American  people  made  em¬ 
phatically  clear  that  they  no  longer 
would  support  a  government  that  per¬ 
sisted  in  the  further  prosecution  of  the 
Vietnam  war. 

Here  we  are  today — 15,000  American 
lives  and  $27  billion  later — being  asked 
to  approve  more  money  for  more  killing 
in  Vietnam.  May  I  respectfully  submit 
that  the  new  administration  and  this 
Congress  have  failed  the  American 
people. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  said  on  the  floor 
of  this  House  that  I  will  oppose  any  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  further  prosecution 
of  the  Vietnam  war — that  I  will  not  vote 
a  single  dollar  for  more  killing.  The  man¬ 
ner  in  which  this  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  bill  is  presented  does  not  per¬ 
mit  a  separate  vote  on  title  I  which  is 
devoted  exclusively  to  military  opera¬ 
tions  in  Southeast  Asia.  There  are.non- 
military  appropriations  in  this  bill  which 
deserve  support  but  we  are  told  that  such 
items  are  inseparable  from  the  war  ap¬ 
propriation.  I  resent  the  intention  and 
effect  of  such  a  procedure.  I  do  not  think 
it  shows  proper  respect  for  those  Mem¬ 
bers  who  deeply  oppose  our  involvement 
in  Vietnam  and  I  regret  to  say  that  it 
appears  to  show  a  contempt  for  the  out¬ 
rage  and  agony  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  feel  over  the  continuation  of  this  un¬ 
conscionable  war. 

It  is  because  of  this  procedure,  knowing 
that  any  amendment  to  strike  title  I  from 
this  bill  will  fail,  that  I  have  no  alterna¬ 
tive  but  to  vote  “No”  against  the  entire 
appropriations  bill. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ECKHARDT  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RYAN 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Ryan)  . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Eckhardt  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ryan:  Strike 
out  lines  1  through  5  on  page  3. 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  at 
least  2  years  now  I  have  had  deep  con¬ 
cern  about  our  involvement  in  Vietnam. 
I  feel  most  sincerely  that  what  we  have 
been  doing  has  many  mistaken  premises 
and  has  extended  beyond  reasonable 
bounds  activity  of  the  U.S.  Government 
which  is  our  benefit.  Nevertheless,  I  have 
voted  for  all  appropriations  which  in¬ 
cluded  support  of  the  troops  in  Vietnam. 
I  have  come  to  the  point  today,  however, 
where  I  feel  so  strongly,  along  with  some 
of  my  colleagues  who  have  spoken  here 
before,  that  I  must  express  my  protest 
against  a  wrongness  of  direction  and  a 
wrongness  of  pumping  funds  into  that 
area. 

Yet  I  am  not  willing  to  vote  for  an 
amendment  that  would  strike  all  of  title 
I,  which  includes  military  personnel. 
Army;  military  personnel.  Navy;  military 
personnel.  Air  Force;  and  also  includes 
operation  and  maintenance.  Army,  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps,  and  Air  Force,  because  I  feel 
that  many  of  these  items  necessarily 
must  be  spent  or  have  been  spent  with 
respect  to  the  necessary  requirements  of 
the  personnel  in  the  field. 

However,  I  note  that  the  items  involved 
for  millitai'y  personnel.  Army,  are  at  $110 


million;  Navy,  $14,500,000;  Air  Force, 
$115  million;  and  then  operations, 
$96,310,000. 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine 
Corps,  $15,390,000. 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force, 
$242,700,000. 

But  the  procurement  item  is  far  greater 
than  any  of  these  items  and  is  $640,100,- 
000.  The  procurement  item  is  largely 
prospective,  and  I  believe  that  this  is  the 
place  at  which  we  should  make  our  point, 
that  continuation  of  procurement,  in  or¬ 
der  to  prosecute  an  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  that  is  harmful,  in  my 
opinion,  to  the  Nation,  that  that  amount 
of  procurement  in  this  bill  should  be  cut 
out  as  a  strong  statement  against  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  war  imchanged  and  un¬ 
abated.  For  that  reason  I  have  offered 
the  amendment  to  the  amendment  which 
would  cut  out  the  prospective  portion  of 
title  I,  the  procurement  section. 

I  would  appreciate  an  “aye”  vote.  I 
believe  this  is  a  proper  way  to  show  we 
want  to  turn  around,  but  at  the  same 
time  we  would  not  be  withdrawing  sup¬ 
port  of  men  in  the  field  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  -gentleman  from  Texas  for 
Sdelding,  and  I  commend  him  for  the 
amendment  he  has  offered.  It  offers  a 
welcome  opportunity  for  those  of  us  who 
want  to  register  at  this  time  our  strong 
feelings  against  the  Vietnam  war,  and 
our  belief  that  scaling  down  of  the  vio¬ 
lence  will  help  produce  peace.  I  support 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas,  as  well  as  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  There  is  plenty  of  money  already 
available  to  do  whatever  is  necessary  to 
provide  the  forces  now  in  Vietnam  with 
what  they  need. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Texas  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  go  on  record 
as  concurring  in  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York.  To  my  mind  it  makes 
good  sense. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  deny  to  our 
soldiers  medical  care,  food,  clothing,  and 
housing.  I  do  not  think  we  should  deny 
the  needs  of  our  personnel  who  are  in 
the  armed  services,  deny  them  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  life. 

However,  I  believe  we  can  pretty  well 
make  evident  our  feeling  insofar  as  the 
continuing  of  the  Vietnam  war;  make 
evident  this  concern  by  concurring  in  this 
amendment  and  voting  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  As  I  said  before,  it  makes  good 
sense  and  it  is  about  time  we  turned  over 
the  fighting  of  this  war  to  the  Viet¬ 
namese. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment.  I  congrat- 


iflate  the  gentleman  and  associate  myself 
with  his  remarks. 

(Mr.  OTTINGER  asked  and  was  given 
I>ermission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

(Mr.  ECKHARDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
i^marks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  SIKEiS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  restate  the  thrust  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  before  us.  The  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  would  eliminate  the 
possibility  of  providing  additional 
weapons  and  equipment  for  the  South 
Vietnamese  forces  and  thereby  limit 
their  effectiveness  in  battle.  Most  im¬ 
portantly  the  amendment  would  make  it 
more  difficult  for  the  Vietnamese  to  as¬ 
sume  a  greater  part  of  the  role  in  Viet¬ 
nam  which  they  now  are  prepared  to  do 
and  have  shown  the  ability  to  do.  This 
is  something  we  have  long  desired. 

The  amendment  to  strike  title  I  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  would 
simply,  in  addition  to  eliminating 
weapons  and  equipment  for  the  South 
Vietnamese  and  replenishment  of  our 
own  depleted  combat  stocks,  which  is 
badly  needed,  would  have  a  further  very 
serious  and  undesirable  effect.  It  also  cut 
off  the  pay — listen  to  this — cut  off  the 
pay  of  the  members  of  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices  who  are  on  duty  in  Southeast  Asia. 
Regardless  of  intent,  this  would  be  the 
effect  of  the  amendment. 

Is  that  what  we  want  to  do? 

We  are  being  asked  to  show  a  vote  of 
no  confidence  in  the  men  who  literally 
are  fighting  and  dying  for  this  country. 
This  amendment  truly  would  jerk  the 
rug  out  from  imder  them. 

Just  a  little  while  ago  we  were  being 
told  that  all  the  Communists  wanted  was 
to  have  us  stop  the  bombing  and  they 
would  be  ready  for  realistic  steps  for 
peace.  The  bombing  was  stopped  a  year 
ago.  What  happened?  Nothing.  The 
Allied  forces  have  been  subjected  to  of¬ 
fensive  after  offensive,  and  the  negotia¬ 
tions  which  have  been  in  progress  for 
months  in  Paris  are  still  fruitless. 

There  still  are  requirements  for  the 
war  in  Vietnam  which  must  be  met. 
There  is  no  way  to  avoid  our  own 
responsibilities. 

ITiat  is  why  these  amendments 
should  be  rejected,  and  they  should  be 
rejected  overwhelmingly. 

Mr.  (Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  listening  to 
the  debate  in  favor  of  the  amendment.  I 
felt  the  argiunents  made  were  not  even 
worthy  of  being  debated.  It  is  an  ex¬ 
tremely  serious  matter  to  challenge  the 
provision  of  the  weapons  and  supplies 
needed  in  Vietnam.  We  must  support  our 
troops  there  to  the  full  extent  of  our 
ability  and  we  must  strengthen  the 
troops  of  the  Government  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam  so  that  they  can  assume  the  major 
role  in  the  defense  of  their  country. 

This  is  a  supplemental  appropriation. 
We  are  proposing  to  give  the  fighting 
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men  the  material  they  need  to  work  with. 
The  $640  million  recommended  in  Army 
procurement  includes  over  $393.7  million 
for  our  own  men,  $338  million  of  which  is 
for  ammunition.  Over  $246  million  is  to 
provide  for  going  ahead  with  phase  I  and 
phase  II  of  modernizing  and  equipping 
the  Vietnamese  so  they  can  take  over 
more  of  the  war  effort,  and  we  can  bring 
our  boys  home  sooner. 

This  is  what  the  $640  million  is  for. 

And  we  are  replenishing  the  equipment 
destroyed  in  the  Commimist’s  Tet  offen¬ 
sive  of  last  year. 

We  are  replenishing  some  funds  we  had 
to  spend  because  the  North  Koreans  be¬ 
came  more  aggressive  in  their  actions, 
and  seized  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo. 

1  cannot  understand  why  we  should 
support  amendments  to  abandon  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  that  we  have  supported 
with  our  wealth  and  with  the  lives  of  fine 
Americans.  Therefore,  I  oppose  the 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  and  I 
oppose  the  amendment.  I  believe  we 
should  go  ahead  and  make  this  appro¬ 
priation  for  our  military  operations  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  am  informed  by  the 
staff  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
that  there  are  unobligated  funds  in  the 
Army  procurement  appropriations  of 
$3.9  billion.  Would  that  not  be  adequate 
to  cover  the  $600  million  sought  to  be 
stricken  out  by  this  amendment? 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  At  this  point  in  time, 
the  Army  is  operating  under  deficiencies 
in  some  appropriations.  On  May  5  of  this 
year,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
sent  a  letter  to  Congress  notifying  us 
that  in  military  personnel  and  operations 
and  maintenance  they  were  operating  in 
a  deficiency  condition.  This  is  not  true  of 
the  procurement  account  in  which  fimds 
remain  available  until  expended,  but  as 
the  gentleman  knows — he  is  a  member  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee — the 
funds  which  are  unobligated  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  specific  programs  and  have 
been  taken  into  accoimt  in  arriving  at 
the  sum  now  recommended. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
amendment  to  the  amendment  in  order 
that  it  may  be  offered  at  the  proper 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  and 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  HUNGATE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
speak  not  critically  either  of  President 
Johnson  or  of  President  Nixon,  and  per¬ 
haps  at  the  same  time  critically  of  both 
of  them.  I  believe  they  are  using  their 
best  judgment  in  this  situation.  They  are 
both  in  a  better  position,  or  ;  hould  be, 
to  know  what  is  needed  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  than  are  we.  For  this  reason 


I  think  the  supplemental  appropriations 
as  requested  should  be  supported. 

I  think  it  is  regrettable  that  we  in  the 
Congress,  as  the  elected  Representatives 
of  all  the  people,  have  no  real  control 
over  the  expenditures  of  lives  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  This  is  not  a  declared  war;  it  is  a 
conflict  which  has  gone  on  for  some 
years;  so  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  tem¬ 
porary,  emergency,  expediency  measure. 

I  am  further  concerned,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  It  seems  to  me  I  recall  that  a  few 
years  ago  under  the  administration  of 
President  Johnson  an  announcement 
was  made  that  draft  calls  would  be  dras¬ 
tically  reduced.  I  think  they  were  cut  in 
half.  It  seems  to  me  that  announcement 
preceded  an  election  by  not  very  much. 
I  know  that  my  phone  rang  constantly 
at  the  same  time,  and  almost  every  re¬ 
servist  throughout  my  district  was  called 
up — without  the  benefit  of  a  press  re¬ 
lease. 

I  am  concerned  at  this  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  I  hear  rumors  that 
50,000  men  may  be  coming  home,  and 
the  July  draft  call  may  be  drastically 
reduced.  I  have  just  been  home.  I  was 
getting,  at  one  point,  three  telephone 
calls  an  hoirr  from  men  who  might  be 
drafted  in  June.  The  size  of  the  May  and 
June  draft  callups  are  not  the  subject 
of  euphoric  press  releases. 

This  is  a  matter  that  concerns  me.  I 
hope  we  in  the  Congress  can  find  some 
way  better  to  control  the  expenditures 
of  manpower  in  this  country. 

Mr.  GIAIMO.  Mr.  (Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GIAIMO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GIAIMO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Let  us  make  it  clear  at  the  outset  that 
I  do  not  intend  in  any  way  to  short¬ 
change  our  fighting  men  in  Vietnam. 
During  the  many  years  that  I  have  had 
the  privilege  of  serving  in  this  House,  I 
have  consistently  supported  the  requests 
of  the  Department  of  Defense,  but  I 
think  the  time  has  come  when  we  in  the 
Congress  must  exercise  oiu:  responsibility 
to  see  to  it  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  is  brought  to  task  and  required  to 
justify  its  expenditures.  For  too  long  a 
period  of  time.  Defense  officials  have 
come  before  us  in  a  high  and  mighty 
fashion  saying  in  effect,  “Unless  you  give 
us  every  dollar  that  we  ask  for,  either 
in  the  regular  Defense  budget  or,  if  we 
miss  the  mark,  in  our  supplementals,  you 
are  not  being  loyal  to  your  country  and 
you  are  not  being  loyal  to  the  proper  de¬ 
fense  of  your  country.”  I  believe  this  is 
nonsense.  I  think  the  defense  of  the 
United  States  is  the  absolute  first  pri¬ 
ority  of  all  of  us  in  this  Nation,  but  that 
does  not  mean  that  I  have  to  put  a  rub¬ 
ber  stamp  of  approval  on  every  appro¬ 
priation  request  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  If  we  study  their  actions  in  re¬ 
cent  years,  we  will  see  that  the  mark  has 
been  missed  many,  many  times.  Again,  I 
say  that  we  in  Congress  must  compel 
the  Defense  Department  to  stop  the  loose 
spending  and  in  some  instances  the 
squandering  of  billions  of  the  taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

Today  we  are  talking  about  a  request 
for  $1.2  billion.  We  are  now  being  told 
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that  if  we  do  not  appropriate  this  money 
we  are  jeopardizing  our  entire  effort  in 
Vietnam.  Mind  you,  with  a  budget  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $90  billion,  the  Defense 
Department  is  telling  us  that  without 
this  money  it  cannot  afford  to  conduct 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia.  I  believe 
that  it  can.  I  believe  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  can  tighten  up.  Most  importantly 
of  all,  I  think  the  success  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  serve  as  notice  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  that  the  Congress  in¬ 
tends  to  exercise  its  rights  and  to  per¬ 
form  its  function  by  requiring  that  the 
taxpayers’  money  be  accounted  for 
properly. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIAIMO.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to 
my  chairman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  well 
knows  that  all  of  the  funds  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  last  year 
were  cut  by  more  than  $5  billion.  In  the 
request  which  is  before  us,  in  the  title 
we  have  up  now,  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  recommended,  and  the 
amount  contained  in  the  bill  represents, 
a  cut  of  $262.9  million.  In  the  entire  bill 
there  is  a  cut  of  $559  million  below  the 
budget  request  for  the  military.  So  this 
is  not  by  any  means  a  rubber  stamping 
of  the  requests  that  have  been  made.  I 
thought  in  connection  with  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement  that  this  fuller  state¬ 
ment  might  be  made. 

Mr.  GIAIMO.  I  understand,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  While  I  realize  that  this  is  only 
the  first  step  in  the  progress  of  this  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill,  I  sincerely 
believe  that  the  time  has  come  for  us 
to  take  a  stand  in  the  Congress  to  com¬ 
pel  the  DOD  to  be  more  responsive  to  the 
will  of  the  American  people  and  to  the 
will  of  the  Congress.  In  my  opinion,  the 
passage  of  this  amendment  is  the  only 
way  in  which  this  can  be  accomplished. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  do  now  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  ME.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  do  now  close. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  (Mr.  Ryan). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Sikes)  there 
were — ayes  25,  noes  140. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

PROCUREMENT 

Procurement  of  Equipment  and  Missiles, 
Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Procure¬ 
ment  of  equipment  and  missiles,  Army”, 
$640,100,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  ECKHARDT 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Eckhardt:  On 
page  3,  strike  lines  1  through  5. 
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(Mr.  ECKHARDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  the  same  amendment  that  was  offered 
a  moment  ago  but,  technically,  since  it 
was  offered  to  a  motion  to  strike  out  all 
of  the  title,  there  was  no  amendment  that 
was  appropriate  to  be  offered  at  that 
time.  So,  I  withdrew  it  and  I  am  reoffer¬ 
ing  it  at  this  time. 

Much  of  the  debate  and  opposition  to 
the  first  amendment  went  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  we  should  support  the  men 
overseas,  to  which  I  agree,  and  I,  there¬ 
fore,  voted  against  the  first  amendment. 
This  is  an  amendment  which  in  nowise 
jeopardizes  the  position  of  our  men  over¬ 
seas.  It  merely  calls  a  halt  to  the  mad 
armaments  spending  in  a  war  halfway 
around  the  globe,  which  constitutes  most 
of  title  I  of  this  bill. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  the 
Members  vote  in  support  of  the  striking 
of  the  sum  of  $640  million  for  procure¬ 
ment,  which  is  prospective  for  the  ob¬ 
taining  of  further  military  materiel,  to 
continue  a  war  which  we  hope  will  close, 
and  we  should  be  doing  everything  we 
can  to  close  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  in  an  interchange  with  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Lips¬ 
comb),  I  made  the  point  that  the  staff 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  had 
informed  me  that  there  were  unex¬ 
pended  funds  in  this  item  of  $3.9  billion. 
That  point  has  been  verified.  There  are 
unobligated  and  unexpended  funds  of 
that  amount  in  this  item. 

It  is  true,  I  am  told,  that  they  have 
been  programed,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  they  are  not  expended,  nor  are  they 
obligated  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  there  is  a  further  point  that  the 
gentleman  should  make,  and  that  is  that 
they  are  committed  funds. 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  There  is  nothing 
that  we  commit  that  we  may  not  uncom¬ 
mit  by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PUCINSKT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

I  suggest  that  there  is  a  serious  in¬ 
congruity  among  those  who,  on  the  one 
hand,  say  that  we  have  got  to  get  out  of 
Vietnam,  and  that  we  have  got  to  turn 
more  of  this  war  over  to  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  and  then  proceed  to  support 
this  amendment  which  would  deny 
equipment  to  South  Vietnam.  They  are 
biting  off  their  noses  to  spite  their  faces, 
because  this  $640  million  when  broken 
down  shows  $393  million  for  U.S.  forces 
in  South  Vietnam  to  replace  the  equip¬ 
ment  that  is  being  used  up  so  very  rap¬ 
idly  in  the  toughest  war  we  have  ever 
fought,  and  the  other  $294  million  would 
go  to  buy  military  equipment  for  the 
South  Vietnamese  forces.  This  amount, 
when  broken  down,  shows  $80  million 
for  ammunition,  $2.6  million  for  weap¬ 
ons,  and  other  combat  vehicles,  $9.7  mil¬ 
lion  for  tactical  support  vehicles,  $17.3 
million  for  communication  and  elec¬ 
tronic  equipment,  and  $53  million  for 
other  support  equipment. 


How  in  the  world  can  you  say  on  the 
one  hand  that  you  want  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  to  take  a  bigger  share  of  fight¬ 
ing  in  this  war — and  I  support  that  posi¬ 
tion,  and  so  does  the  President,  and  so 
do  most  of  the  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress — how  can  you  say  on  the  one  hand 
that  you  want  the  South  Vietnamese  to 
take  on  a  bigger  responsibility  in  the 
prosecution  of  this  war  and  then  not 
give  them  equipment  with  which  to 
wage  the  war? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  this 
amendment  should  be  rejectd  by  the 
overwhelming  vote. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  the  people  of 
South  Vietnam,  their  soldiers,  and  our 
own  American  soldiers  who  are  fighting 
in  South  Vietnam  in  the  cause  of  free¬ 
dom,  would  receive  renewed  confidence 
and  hope  from  the  vote  we  just  cast 
which  rejected  by  this  House  over¬ 
whelmingly  the  previous  amendment  by 
a  6-to-l  vote,  and  that  it  would  be  an 
indication  to  them  that  we  here  in  Con¬ 
gress  support  their  struggle  for  freedom 
as  we  did  when  we  overwhelmingly 
adopted  the  Tonkin  Bay  resolution, 
which  put  us  into  Vietnam  in  the  first 
place. 

If  my  memory  is  correct,  I  believe  there 
was  one  dissenting  vote  in  this  Chamber, 
and  that  there  were  two  or  three  dis¬ 
senting  votes  in  the  other  Chamber  on 
the  Tonkin  Bay  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  stood  by  the 
people  of  South  Vietnam  because  we 
know  this:  the  collapse  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam  would  only  be  the  beginning  of 
putting  into  captive  bondage  all  the  na¬ 
tions  of  Southeast  Asia  by  the  Soviet 
Union,  just  as  the  Commimists  put  into 
Soviet  bondage  the  captive  nations  of 
Europe  and  as  the  Soviets  are  now  try¬ 
ing  to  put  in  Communist  bondage  and 
create  captive  nations  out  of  all  the  na¬ 
tions  in  the  Middle  East. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  amazed  at  those 
who  stand  here  today  and  say  that  they 
want  us  to  get  out  of  South  Vietnam 
when  they  know  that  the  Communists 
have  73  other  coimtries  on  three  con¬ 
tinents  earmarked  for  the  same  kind  of 
brutal,  barbaric,  cruel  aggression  through 
subterfuge,  and  terror  that  they  have 
tested  for  5  years  in  Vietnam,  and  are 
continuing  to  use  to  this  very  date,  if  the 
forces  of  freedom  should  falter  in  South 
Vietnam. 

I  congratulate  the  committee  for  un¬ 
derstanding  the  military  needs  of  the 
people  of  South  Vietnam  and  of  the 
forces  of  South  Vietnam,  and  if  we  really 
want  the  South  Vietnamese  to  take  on 
a  bigger  share  of  responsibilities,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  you  overwhelmingly  reject  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  From  the  fig¬ 
ures  given  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
and  the  figures  given  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  it  is  perfectly  obvious  that  if  this 
amendment  is  approved  as  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  you  will  slow 
down  and  materially  hinder  and  hamper 
the  effort  to  give  greater  responsibility 
to  the  South  Vietnamese. 


Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Precisely. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Therefore,  I 
hope  that  for  the  benefit  of  the  American 
military  forces  in  South  Vietnam  that 
the  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  on  this  title  do  now 
close. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MB.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nlove 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
on  this  title  close  in  5  minutes,  and  that 
the  5  minutes  be  given  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Burton). 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr, 
Chairman,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  will  state  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  deeply  appreciate  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  sug¬ 
gesting  that  I  be  given  the  5  minutes, 
but  I  am  sure  we  all  recall  that  on  the 
Tonkin  Bay  matter,  we  had  all  of  60 
minutes  and  we  spend  less  than  2  hours 
annually  discussing  these  matters  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole.  My  point  or 
inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  if  you  really 
think  5  minutes  is  adequate  time  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  pending  matter? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  please  repeat  his  motion. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
on  amendments  to  title  I  close  in  15 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  noted 
the  names  of  Members  standing  to  be 
recognized  under  the  limitation  of  time. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Burton)  . 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  heard  this  old  saw 
every  time  a  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  comes  before  us,  that  but  for  these 
few  billions  of  added  dollars  that  was 
not  anticipated — but  for  the  approval 
of  these  few  billions — all  the  American 
effort  is  going  down  the  drain. 

We  have  heard  the  old  saw  today  that 
finally  we  are  going  to  turn  over  the 
fighting  to  the  South  Vietnamese,  if 
only  we  approve  of  this  supplemental 
appropriation. 

What  absolute  nonsense.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  remains  that  we  have  un¬ 
committed  funds  right  now,  if  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  wanted  to  use  these 
funds,  to  arm  or  to  train  or  to  do  what¬ 
ever,  with  the  South  Vietnamese  Army, 
and  they  could  spend  all  the  required 
money  even  if  we  do  not  do  a  darn  thing 
but  reject  the  pending  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment  so  that  we  can  reduce 
our  excessive  military  expenditures  on 
this  occasion. 


H3914 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  New  Yo^rk  (Mr.  Low- 

ENSTEIN)  . 

Mr.  LOWENSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
feel  like  Alice  must  have  in  Wonderland. 
Or  maybe  Rip  Van  Winkle.  We  talk  as 
if  nothing  goes  on  outside  this  room.  We 
talk  as  if  it  were  5  years  ago.  We  talk 
nonsense  in  circles — vicious  circles. 

Outside  this  room  this  country  spirals 
into  worsening  crisis.  We  are  impervious. 
We  debate  the  longest  war  in  om  his¬ 
tory,  the  most  disputed  adventure  of  oiur 
national  experience,  for  half  an  hour. 
Thirty  minutes.  Then  time  is  up.  But  if 
we  cannot  discuss  these  matters  here, 
where  can  we?  What  is  it  we  are  so  busy 
doing  here? 

Various  Members  have  proclaimed  to¬ 
day  that  we  have  an  obligation  to  the 
Americans  in  Vietnam.  That  is  one  point 
we  can  all  agree  about:  we  have  an  ob¬ 
ligation  to  the  Americans  in  Vietnam. 
We  have  an  obligation  to  the  integrity 
of  this  Nation.  That  obligation  is  not  met 
by  abdicating  the  functions  of  the  su¬ 
preme  legislative  body  of  the  greatest 
democracy  on  earth.  It  is  not  met  by 
quartermaster-like  issuing  of  ever  more 
money  to  fight  this  pointless  war  which 
cannot  be  won  and  which  is  destroying 
national  imity,  poisoning  the  national 
purpose,  crippling  the  national  interest. 

Does  anyone  still  believe  that  voting 
supplemental  funds  to  make  possible 
supplemental  Hamburger  Hills  will  save 
American  lives?  Will  increase  the  na¬ 
tional  security?  Does  anyone  believe  the 
Duke  of  Wellington  is  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff?  Can  all  us  Alices 
leave  Wonderland  long  enough  to  face 
the  consequences  of  acting  on  this  pro¬ 
posal  by  rote,  by  slogan,  by  habit,  while 
all  around  us  men  and  women  in  ever- 
less-quiet  desperation  and  ever-larger 
numbers  despair  of  the  democratic  proc¬ 
ess  and  despair  for  the  sanity  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  If  we  cannot  stop  long  enough  to 
debate,  can  we  at  least  stop  long  enough 
to  think? 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  what  this  vote 
is  all  about. 

The  CTHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Fraser). 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
participated  in  the  very  limited  way  that 
has  been  possible  in  this  debate  as  it 
has  recurred  from  time  to  time  on  the 
floor.  I  think  every  time  I  have  had  a 
chance  to  speak  on  this  subject  the  time 
has  been  restricted  to  1  or  2  minutes.  I 
have  been  thoroughly  unimpressed  with 
the  role  of  the  committee  in  affording 
any  direction  other  than  to  rubberstamp, 
essentially,  the  policies  of  the  President. 
At  some  point  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  if  it  is  going  to  stand  on  its  own 
feet  and  exercise  its  constitutional  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  ought  to  face  the  policy 
questions  involved  here  much  more 
squarely  than  has  happened  in  the  past. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Vietnam  war 
has  proven  to  be  a  wise  venture.  I  take 
it  from  the  actions  and  speeches  of  many 
of  the  Members  here  today  that  they 
think  it  has  been  a  great  venture  for  the 
American  people.  They  support  it.  They 
are  prepared  to  involve  us  in  more  Viet- 
nams  in  neighboring  countries  in  South¬ 
east  Asia.  I  deeply  regret  that  we  do  not 


have  more  time  to  discuss  these 
questions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Ryan)  . 

Mr.  RYAN.  An  appropriation  bill  is 
indeed  the  only  opportunity  which  we 
have  to  vote  on  the  fundamental  policy 
inherent  in  the  Vietnam  war.  I  would 
like  to  point  out,  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  military  personnel  which  was 
raised  earlier,  that  the  funds  under  title 
I  are  intended  to  cover  and  pay  for  in¬ 
creased  deplo3unent  to  Southeast  Asia 
of  some  17,400  Army  personnel.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  t^timony  of  Gen.  L.  B.  Taylor, 
director  of  Army  budget,  on  page  361  of 
the  hearings,  and  very  significantly,  in 
answer  to  a  question  posed  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Andrews) 
which  was: 

Do  you  have  any  plans  to  send  any  more 
there  in  the  near  future? 

General  Taylor  said: 

I  think  It  goes  up  approximately  [deletion] 
in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

In  other  words,  troop  commitments  in 
Vietnam  will  go  up  ascertain  number  in 
the  next  fiscal  year,  ‘according  to  Gen¬ 
eral  Taylor.  Yet  we  do  not  have  the 
benefit  of  knowing  how  many  additional 
servicemen  are  scheduled  for  Southeast 
Asia  because  that  has  been  deleted  or 
censored  by  the  Pentagon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  urge  the  House 
to  exercise  its  proper  role  and  make  it 
clear  to  the  President  that  this  war  must 
be  brought  to  a  prompt  conclusion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Eckhardt)  . 

(Mr.  ECKHARDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
lack  of  foresight  that  pervades  the  whole 
philosophy  of  those  who  would  go  pell- 
mell  firrther  into  a  war  after  they  get  to 
the  level  where  the  water  is  reaching 
their  nostrils  is  illustrated  by  the  argu¬ 
ment  here  that  we  are  going  to  arm  and 
train  the  South  Vietnamese  Army  imder 
a  supplemental  appropriation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  PODELL)  . 

Mr.  PODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Eckhardt)  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Ryan)  and  associate  myself 
with  their  remarks.  I  think  it  is  about 
time  that  we  in  the  Congress  reclaimed 
the  prerogative  of  Congress  to  initiate 
and  to  declare  war  and  to  stop  war  when 
it  becomes  an  insanity  as  is  Vietnam.  I 
think  it  is  time  that  we  issued  our  pro¬ 
test  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  in  forceful 
terms.  I  think  this  is  an  opportimity  for 
the  Members  of  the  House  to  make  this 
protest  heard. 

Once  again  we  are  asked  to  acquiesce 
in  approval  of  more  funds  for  Vietnam. 
Contained  in  title  I  of  the  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  before  us,  this  re¬ 
quest  is  yet  another  testimonial  to  mud¬ 
dled  political  thinking  and  futile  mili¬ 
tary  efforts. 

Again  we  shall  hear  the  same  chorus 
of  voices  telling  us  military  victory  is 
just  around  the  comer.  We  know  it  Is 
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not.  Again  we  shall  be  assured  that  just 
a  few  more  billion  and  a  few  more  di¬ 
visions  are  all  that  is  needed  for  real 
power  bargaining  at  the  negotiating 
table.  I  refuse  to  believe  it. 

Once  more  we  shall  be  told  about  vi¬ 
able  patriotic  democrats  and  heirs  of 
Thomas  Jefferson  rimning  the  govern¬ 
ment  in  Saigon.  We  know  they  are  a 
patchwork  military  junta  whose  jails  are 
crammed  with  non-Communist  op¬ 
ponents. 

Still  again  we  shall  be  told  Ky  and  the 
Armed  Forces  of  South  Vietnam  are  al¬ 
most  ready  to  take  over  a  more  mean¬ 
ingful  role  in  the  war.  I  have  seen  too 
many  dead  Americans. 

Taking  all  these  factors  into  full  con¬ 
sideration,  I  emerge  with  one  major  con¬ 
clusion — that  this  war  is  a  civil  conflict 
where  we  can  only  continue  to  waste  our 
substance  in  vain.  Further,  that  we  are 
only  pouring  good  men  and  money  down 
a  bottomless  drain. 

I  feel  we  have  reached  a  point  where 
the  military  of  our  own  coimtry  must 
be  curbed  and  held  in  tether.  Also,  their 
never-ending  sources  of  national  funds 
must  be  choked  off,  and  there  is  no  bet¬ 
ter  time  or  place  for  it  to  begin  than 
right  here  and  now. 

(Mr.  PODELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Ottinger)  . 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  our 
colleague  (Mr.  Pucinski),  related  the 
fact  of  the  overwhelming  support  of 
Congress  for  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolu¬ 
tion.  Since  that  time  a  great  many  Amer¬ 
icans  and  a  great  many  Members  of  this 
Congress  have  felt  that  the  policies  then 
approved  have  proved  to  be  bankrupt. 

It  is  time  that  we  reverse  the  Inex¬ 
orable  increase  in  the  amount  we  give 
to  the  military  to  prosecute  the  war  and 
to  ever  expand  it;  it  is  time  to  stop  pour¬ 
ing  billions  after  billions  of  dollars  down 
the  bottomless  pit  of  the  military,  es¬ 
pecially  when  the  military  comes  to  us 
in  this  Congress  and  deliberately  falsi¬ 
fies  information  and  seeks  to  deceive  us 
as  it  did  in  the  case  of  the  C-54  cargo 
plane.  We  simply  can  no  longer  take  at 
face  value  that  everything  the  military 
describes  as  “essential”  is  in  fact  es¬ 
sential. 

We  are  now  spending  $82.5  billion  on 
the  military.  This  constitutes  some  60 
percent  of  our  free  funds,  not  committed 
to  payment  of  interest  on  the  national 
debt.  This  is  the  largest  and  fastest  rising 
item  in  the  budget.  Its  rise  must  stop. 

Many  of  us  feel  that  the  national  se¬ 
curity  of  our  coimtry  is  more  threatened 
by  internal  explosion  than  by  external 
invasion.  A  far  greater  proportion  of  our 
free  funds  must  be  devoted  to  education, 
job  training,  housing,  and  our  environ¬ 
ment  if  we  are  to  survive.  It  is  past  time 
that  we  reverse  the  trend  toward  an 
ever  larger  war  in  Vietnam  and  an  ever 
larger  military  commitment,  all  made 
perversely  in  the  name  of  “peace.” 

This  increase  is  a  good  place  to  start. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Gilbert)  . 
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Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  voted 
for  the  Ryan  amendment  to  eliminate 
title  I  of  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  bill.  I  felt  a  vote  for  tile  I  is  a  vote 
to  continue  the  unpopular  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  My  support  of  the  Ryan  amend¬ 
ment  is  meant  to  indicate  the  dissent  in 
my  district  and  in  the  country.  People 
are  opposed  to  the  Vietnam  war,  and  we 
in- Congress  must  make  every  effort  to 
appeal  to  the  President  to  take  steps  to 
end  the  war.  Our  best  way  in  Congress  to 
support  our  troops,  is  to  withdraw  them, 
as  I  proposed  just  a  few  days  ago  in  a 
resolution  introduced  in  Congress  with 
several  of  my  colleagues.  In  supporting 
the  Ryan  amendment,  I  have  attempted 
to  register  my  protest,  and  that  of  my 
constituency,  over  any  action  to  prolong 
fighting  in  Vietnam. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Bingham)  . 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  think  Members  of  this  House 
would  have  learned  something  from  the 
events  of  the  past  year  and  a  half :  That 
the  intensity  of  the  fighting  in  Vietnam 
does  not  bring  peace  closer,  but  that  re¬ 
straint  does. 

We  would  not  even  be  negotiating  as 
we  are  today  in  Paris  if  President  John¬ 
son  had  not  shown  restraint  by  stopping 
the  bombing  of  North  Vietnam.  Support 
of  this  amendment  would  indicate  sup¬ 
port  of  the  idea  of  restraint  in  the  future 
by  keeping  down  the  violence  and  would 
bring  peace  closer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Pucin- 
SKI)  . 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
in  Vietnam  because  of  the  overwhelming 
vote  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate  in 
support  of  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution 
which  put  us  there.  America  went  there 
with  its  eyes  open.  Congress  knew  what 
the  consequences  would  be  and  that  it 
would  be  a  tough  war.  Just  because  it 
has  been  a  difficult  war,  they  should  not 
be  coming  in  here  whimpering  to  pull 
out. 

The  President  was  right  when  he  said 
if  the  needless  suffering  continues  at  the 
hands  of  the  North  Vietnamese,  we  will 
have  to  reconsider  our  alternatives.  I 
think  there  is  a  very  good  chance  we 
may  have  to  -resume  the  bombing  of  the 
North.  The  last  year  during  which  we 
have  had  the  pause  in  the  bombing  has 
only  brought  more  casualties  of  Ameri¬ 
can  boys  and  no  subsequent  progress 
toward  peace. 

I  believe  we  may  very  well  have  to  re¬ 
sume  the  bombing  of  the  North  and  at 
the  same  time  withdi'aw  our  troops  from 
Vietnam  so  that  North  Vietnam  will 
realize  it  is  in  for  a  long  bombing  siege. 
Only  then  may  we  see  some  progress  in 
Paris. 

This  money  and  equipment  is  needed 
to  win  the  war.  This  war  is  not  going  to 
be  won  in  this  Chamber ;  it  will  be  won  by 
the  fighting  in  Vietnam. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Koch)  . 

(Mr.  KOCH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  KCXn.  Mr,  Chairman,  it  is  not 
because  this  is  a  tough  war  or  a  hard 
war  that  I  oppose  it  but  because  it  is  an 
immoral  war,  which  is  to  say  our  involve¬ 
ment  is  politically,  militarily,  and  eco¬ 
nomically  indefensible.  We  therefore 
ought  to  get  out  of  Vietnam. 

The  vote  on  this  supplemental  war 
appropriation  is  symbolic.  If  we  were  to 
vote  it  down,  the  President  would  know 
that  we  want  a  cease-fire  now  and  a  start 
of  the  withdrawal  of  American  troops 
now. 

This  vote  transcends  the  simple  ques¬ 
tion  of  an  appropriation;  it  is  rather  an 
opportunity  for  those  who  oppose  the  war 
to  demonstrate  their  opposition. 

We  are  told  that  we  must  vote  for  this 
appropriation  in  order  to  support  our 
soldiers  in  Vietnam.  I  support  our  men 
in  Vietnam.  I  want  to  bring  them  home. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Farbstein) , 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  5 
years  ago  I  remember  the  then  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  military  saying  the 
war  would  be  over  in  a  couple  of  months. 
This  is  a  broken  record  of  constant  re¬ 
iteration  and  the  war  still  goes  on. 

I  think  the  only  way  we  can  effectively 
turn  this  war  over  to  the  South  Vietnam¬ 
ese  is  by  denying  any  further  funds  for 
procurement  of  materiel.  There  is  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  in  the  pipeline  for  materiel 
so  the  Vietnamese  can  take  over  the  war. 

I  believe  this  additional  equipment  is 
unnecessary  to  provide  full  protection  to 
our  present  forces  in  Vietnam.  It  could 
only  serve  as  a  means  of  escalating  the 
American  presence  in  Vietnam  and  dis¬ 
couraging  the  South  Vietnamese  from 
taking  over  a  greater  degree  of  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  prosecution  of  the  war. 

I  believe  that  the  passage  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  to  delete  this  $640,100,000 
would  take  us  a  significant  step  closer  to 
the  goal  of  getting  out  of  Vietnam. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  the 
minority  leader  (Mr.  Gerald  R.  Ford). 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
unfortunately  the  amendment  as  drafted 
is  sloppy  and  poorly  put  together.  The 
net  result,  however,  is  that  we  are  faced 
with  whether  or  not  we  will  go  along 
with  the  desire  of  the  American  people 
to  transfer  to  our  allies,  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese,  a  greater  and  greater  share  and 
ultimately  the  total  burden  of  the  fight¬ 
ing  in  Vietnam. 

If  we  vote  for  this  amendment,  we  are 
voting  to  set  back  and  to  roadblock  the 
effort  to  give  the  South  Vietnamese  a 
greater  share  of  the  fighting.  Therefore, 
I  truly  hope  that  the  amendment,  badly 
drafted  as  it  is,  is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Lipscomb)  . 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Nixon  administration  and  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Defense  Appropriations  have 
examined  the  requests  for  funds  for  mil¬ 
itary  operations  in  Southeast  Asia  and 
has  reduced  them  where  not  essential. 
The  Subcommittee  on  Defense  went  very 
deeply  into  the  requests  and  reduced 
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over  $262  million  in  the  revised  request 
for  procurement  funds. 

The  amount  requested  in  the  procure¬ 
ment  account  are  the  very  minimum 
needed  to  support  not  only  our  own  effort 
in  Vietnam,  but  to  equip  and  modernize 
the  South  Vietnamese. 

I  ask  a  no  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  must  in- 
forai  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
that  under  the  time  limitation  she  is  not 
eligible  for  recognition. 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  May  I  ask  another 
Meihtaer  to  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes.  The  gentle¬ 
woman  may  ask  another  Member  to  yield. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mi*.  Mahon)  to  close  debate 
on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my 
time  to  the,  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
(Mrs.  Chisholm)  . 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  just  one  brief  statement  to  make, 
because  I  think  most  of  the  statements 
pertaining  to  the  reasons  why  we  should 
withdraw  from  this  war  in  Vietnam  have 
been  made. 

I  speak  on  behalf  of  a  minority  in  this 
country,  the  women  and  the  mothers,  the 
mothers  whose  sons  have  been  lost  in 
this  war.  Unfortunately,  here  in  this  body 
we  do  not  have  enough  women  to  speak 
out  on  behalf  of  the  women  of  this  coun¬ 
try  who  have  been  suffering  as  a  result  of 
the  loss  of  their  sons  in  this  war. 

I  think  there  has  to  come  a  time  when 
we  have  to  recognize  that  we  must  with¬ 
draw,  that  we  cannot  continue  to  lose  the 
cream  of  the  crop  of  the  young  men  in 
this  country  in  a  war  that  is  unjust,  a 
war  that  is  highly  immoral. 

The  mandate  of  the  people  of  this 
country  has  not  been  paid  any  attention. 
We  are  supposed  to  be  representing  the 
people  of  the  United  States  in  this  Cham¬ 
ber,  and  the  mandate  means  absolutely 
nothing  in  terms  of  what  the  women  of 
this  country  are  speaking  out  about. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  Amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Eckhardt)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Burton  of  Cali¬ 
fornia)  there  were — ayes  23,  noes  134. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act 
program”,  $7,500,000. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  rise  to  ask  the  chairman  whether 
the  amount  listed  on  lines  11  and  12  of 
page  3 — “For  an  additional  amount  for 
‘Salaries  and  expenses’,  for  ‘Plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control,’  includes 
any  amount  that  involves  the  spreading 
of  pesticides  such  as  DDT  and  other  non- 
degradable  pesticides,  or  whether  this 
refers  only  to  the  sterile  fly  program  for 
elimination  of  the  screw-worm  referred 
to  in  the  report.” 
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Mr.  MAHON.  Will  the  gentleman  di¬ 
rect  his  question  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture? 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  I  am  glad  to. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  is  limited  to  the 
sterilization  of  flies  and  the  effort  to  stop 
the  screw-worm  infestation.  Most  of  it 
represents  money  already  expended  un¬ 
der  authority  which  permits  deficit 
spending  where  life  and  property  would 
otherwise  be  endangered. 

Norte  of  it  has  the  purpose  in  mind 
that  the  gentleman  refers  to. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  In  that  case  I  have 
no  objection.  Thank  you. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

CHAPTER  m 
DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

FEDERAL  PAYMENT  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  pay¬ 
ment  to  tlie  District  of  Columbia”,  for  the 
general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
$10,365,000. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
ask  someone  on  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  whether  there  are  funds  in 
this  bill  for  the  restoration  of  buildings 
that  have  been  gutted  by  arson  and  fire 
and  other  acts  of  property  damage  at 
Howard  University,  including  the  de¬ 
struction  of  a  $30,000  fire  truck. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  would  like  for  the 
gentleman  to  know  that  in  this  bill  we 
have  no  money  whatsoever  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
DEPARTMENT  OP  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may 
be  required  in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts 
entered  into  under  section  235  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat. 
477),  is  increased  by  $40,000,000  and  the  lim¬ 
itation  on  total  payments  under  those  en¬ 
tered  into  under  section  236  of  such  Act  (82 
Stat.  498)  is  Increased  by  $40,000,000. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  FRASER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  indicate  my  support  for  the  provision 
in  H.R.  11400  which  provides  $40  million 
in  new  contract  authority  for  the  section 
235  homeownership  program.  I  would 
like  to  have  seen  the  Appropriations 
Committee  approve  the  administration’s 
full  request  of  $50  million  for  section 
235  but  the  money  in  this  bill  will  at  least 


enable  the  program  to  continue  operat¬ 
ing.  It  is  essential  that  we  follow  up  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  $40  million  supplemental 
appropriation  with  approval  later  in  the 
session  of  the  full  1970  budget  of  $100 
million  for  section  235. 

The  section  235  program  has  only  been 
in  operation  in  my  district  since  the  first 
of  the  year  but  already  it  is  beginning 
to  have  a  significant  impact.  In  January 
the  Minneapolis  FHA  office  was  allocated 
mortgage  subsidy  funds  for  100  homes. 
Within  3  months  all  these  funds  had 
been  obligated  and  the  office  now  has  a 
waiting  list  of  over  200  eligible  families. 

The  Minneapolis  Housing  and  Rede¬ 
velopment  Authority  has  foimd  that  sec¬ 
tion  235  is  a  particularly  useful  aid  for 
moderate  income  families  displaced  by 
the  urban  renewal  projects.  A  MHRA 
staff  member  wrote  to  tell  me  that  three 
families  relocated  from  a  north  Minne¬ 
apolis  renewal  project  had  recently  ob¬ 
tained  FHA  mortgages  subsidized  under 
235: 

They  bought  good,  houses — ^houses  they 
could  not  have  purchased  without  the  sub¬ 
sidy.  Home  ownership  will  not  be  a  burden 
because  payments  are  related  to  their  abil¬ 
ity  to  pay.  But  for  every  home  purchased,  we 
had  at  least  8  inquiries.  Many  families  are 
continuing  to  look  for  homes  pending  ap¬ 
propriations  of  more  funds. 

The  following  cases  from  the  Housing 
Authority  files  provide  interesting  ex¬ 
amples  of  how  section  235  can  make  a 
real  difference  for  families  in  need  of 
good  housing: 

FAMILY  “C” 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  “C”  have  two  children,  ages 
3  and  2.  The  “Cs”  purchased  a  FHA  re¬ 
possessed  home  in  northeast  Minneapolis. 
The  home  is  a  two  story  frame  structure 
with  four  bedrooms,  bath  and  kitchen,  liv¬ 
ing  room  and  dining  room.  It  was  built  about 
50  years  ago  and  has  been  well  maintained. 

FHA  approved  a  mortgage  with  a  local 
savings  and  loan  association  on  February  27, 
1969.  It  was  set  at  7*4  %  for  $17,300  with  a 
$200  down  payment  under  Section  235.  The 
“Os”  moved  into  their  new  home  on  April  1. 
Their  share  of  the  monthly  payments  Is 
$86.71  with  a  Section  235  subsidy  of  $72.57 
for  a  total  of  $159.28  per  month. 

FAMILY  “H” 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  “H”  have  three  children,  ages 
10,  8  and  7.  They  are  expecting  their  fourth 
child  in  August.  The  “Hs”  bought  a  two-story 
home  built  in  the  early  1900s.  A  special  at¬ 
traction  of  this  home  is  its  location  next  to 
a  school,  so  their  daughter  with  cerebral 
palsy  doesn’t  have  to  walk. 

The  “Hs”  purchased  their  home  for  $14,800. 
The  total  monthly  mortgage  payment  is 
$133.51.  The  “Hs”  will  pay  $82.15  and  the  gov¬ 
ernment  will  subsidize  $51.36.  The  pasrment 
of  $82.15  is  20%  of  Mr.  “Hs”  adjusted 
monthly  Income.  The  reasonable  amount  of 
the  “Hs”  monthly  payments  should  enable 
them  to  stay  financially  secure  and  build  an 
equity  from  this  purchase. 

The  human  element  in  this  new  pro¬ 
gram  is  conveyed  very  effectively  by  a 
constituent  who  recently  wrote: 

I  had  been  paying  $113.00  per  month  and 
I  was  only  earning  about  $300.00  per  month 
for  almost  10  years.  With  paying  this  much 
per  month,  I  could  hardly  make  any  repairs. 
Things  had  reached  the  point  where  it  was 
raining  in  every  bedroom.  When  my  children 
needed  more  and  I  could  not  keep  up  the 
payments,  I  was  given  30  days  to  move  out. 
This  was  the  point  where  235  came  to  my 
rescue. 
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Now  with  my  small  house,  easy  upkeep  and 
the  monthly  payments  are  much  less,  I  feel 
more  confident  in  the  future.  I  hope  this 
greatly  needed  program  may  be  expanded. 
I  know  from  experience  how  terrible  it  is  not 
to  have  a  decent  place  to  come  home  from 
work.  When  I  see  friends  and  neighbors  un¬ 
der  the  conditions  I  was  in,  I  feel  I  should 
try  to  let  you  know  how  much  this  can  mean 
to  people  and  how  more  should  be  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  passage  of  the  1968 
Housing  Act  held  out  the  hope  of  home- 
ownership  for  millions  of  low-income 
families.  Now,  a  year  later,  when  the 
initial  qxcitement  over  this  historic  leg¬ 
islation  has  died  down,  it  is  up  to  us  to 
make  sure  that  the  new  housing  pro¬ 
grams  really  work.  Unless  we  vote  ade¬ 
quate  fimds  for  section  235  and  the  other 
innovative  programs,  the  1968  act  will  be 
nothing  more  than  a  token  attempt  to 
meet  our  country’s  critical  housing 
needs. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS 
AND  THE  HUMANITIES 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries 
and  expenses”,  equal  to  the  total  amounts  of 
gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of  money,  and 
other  projierty  received  by  each  Endowment 
under  the  provisions  of  section  10(a)  (2)  of 
the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  not  to 
exceed  a  total  of  $3,000,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GROSS 

.  Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross:  On 
page  13,  strike  out  all  of  lines  13  through 
20;  and  on  page  14,  strike  out  all  of  lines  1 
and  ’2. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  em¬ 
phasize  that  this  is  a  big  bill.  This  is  a 
$4  billion  supplemental  appropriation 
bil^  making  additions  to  the  regular  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  of  last  year.  And,  I  want 
to  underscore  what  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Cederberg)  said  earlier. 
He  said,  in  effect,  that  these  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bills  are  coming 
too  fast.  They  make  meaningless  the 
validity  of  the  regular  appropriation 
bills. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  would 
strike  out  the  $3  million  for  the  Arts 
and  Humanities  Foimdation.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  proponents  for  handing  over 
another  $3  million  to  this  Arts  and  Hu¬ 
manities  Foundation  if  they  have  read 
the  latest  casualty  figures  for  Vietnam 
war,  if  they  have,  whether  they  do  not 
think  it  is  more  than  slightly  tragic  to 
be  spending  this  money  for  poetry  read¬ 
ing  and  ballet  dancing  when  we  are  in 
the  midst  of  a  horribly  costly  full-scale 
war  in  men  and  money.  We  have  lost 
35,000  men  killed  in  action  in  Vietnam, 
nearly  another  6,000  dead  from  various 
other  causes  in  connection  with  this  war 
and  225,000  wounded.  ’These  arts  and  hu¬ 
manities  people  seem  to  be  concerned 
mostly  with  bailing  out  bankrupt  cul¬ 
tural  centers,  such  as  the  one  in  Atlanta, 
Ga.,  while  the  Federal  debt  climbs  and 
inflation  gallops  on. 
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I  remind  you  of  the  testimony  of 
Charles  Mark,  the  planning  and  analysis 
director  of  this  organization.  He  wants 
this  money  so  they  can  transport  actors 
from  Louisville,  Atlanta,  Cincinnati,  and 
Minneapolis — among  other  places — to 
Broadway  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpay¬ 
ers.  When  they  get  there,  Mr.  Mark  said, 
they  will  dance  dances,  present  chamber 
opera,  whatever  that  is,  and  give  poetry 
readings. 

Mr.  Mark  failed  to  give  any  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  subject  of  where  the  public’s 
money  has  already  gone  at  the  hands  of 
this  Arts  and  Humanities  setup. 

It  would  be  interesting  to  know,  too, 
if  they  plan  any  more  grants  to  study 
Apache  Indian  history,  or  to  make  a 
computer  analysis  of  style  problems  in 
epic  poetry;  or  for  research  for  a  book 
on  medieval  comic  opera. 

Are  they  going  to  shell  out  more  money 
for  a  study  of  aspects  of  Wordsworth’s 
reading  and  writing  “which  have  gone 
unnoticed  or  misinterpreted’’? 

Perhaps  they  have  another  grant  in 
mind  to  study  the  background  of  17th 
century  members  of  Parliament. 

Maybe  they  plan  another  grant  or  two 
for  a  study  of  the  leading  literary  critics 
of  the  19th  century  Spanish  literature. 

These  people  have  never,  as  far  as  I  can 
determine,  financed  a  study  of  the  flight 
of  our  gold  to  foreign  countries,  nor  has 
there  been  a  grant  to  find  out  what  time 
Nero  was  playing  when  Rome  burned. 
Maybe  we  could  use  that  tune  today  as  a 
sort  of  a  second  national  anthem,  when 
we  talk  in  terms  of  giving  an  additional 
$3  million  to  people  who  engage  in 
spending  the  taxpayers’  money  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  kind.  Here  is  $3  million  we 
could  save,  and  we  had  better  start  sav¬ 
ing  the  millions  or  we  are  never  going  to 
save  the  billions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment  and  3rield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  will  not  take  5  minutes.  It 
is  not  necessary,  I  believe,  because  my 
beloved  friend  from  Iowa  has  not  caught 
up  yet  with  the  question  that  he  asked 
3  years  ago  when,  of  all  things,  being 
from  an  agricultural  State,  he  said  that 
he  did  not  know  the  difference  between 
a  bale  of  hay  and  a  ballet  dancer.  That 
is  rather  remarkable,  being  from  that 
area.  One  might  expect  that  someone 
from  Manhattan  or  places  like  that  would 
not  know  that  difference,  at  least,  they 
would  not  know  a  bale  of  hay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  this  is  really  a  startlingly  small 
amount  of  money,  even  though  it  is  what 
was  requested  for  matching  grants.  The 
gentleman  from  Iowa  and  some  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  might  find  it 
perfectly  easy  to  deride  such  things  as 
interpretation  of  poetry  and  19th-cen¬ 
tury  Spanish  literature,  or  anything  else 
that  makes  life  beautiful. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  equate  this  amount 
of  money  with  what  happens  in  Vietnam 
is,  I  believe,  ridiculous.  Probably  this 


amount  of  money  would  not  even  pump 
the  water  out  of  that  submarine  at  Mare 
Island. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield  to  my  friend  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  it  might  help. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  It 
might  help.  It  would  cost,  probably,  much 
more  than  $3  million  to  pump  it  out,  that 
is  true. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  did  not  know  in  New 
Jersey  that  $3  million  could  be  spent  on 
notice,  but  perhaps  that  is  true. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  That 
what? 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  $3  million  could  be 
spent  on  notice,  that  it  had  any  real 
meaning. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  This 
has  very  real  meaning,  I  will  say  to  my 
friend  from  Iowa.  This  covers  the  entire 
governmental  operation  with  respect  to 
those  grants  to  the  arts  and  the  human¬ 
ities,  to  scholarship,  and  to  the  beau¬ 
tiful  things  in  life. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I  am 
delighted  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey.  This 
appropriation  item  gives  us  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  get  private  contributions  into 
this  very  important  area.  On  another 
point,  while  the  gentleman  has  called 
attention  to  some  areas,  that  might  be 
humerous  to  some  of  us,  is  certainly 
none  of  us  would,  I  hope,  undertake  to 
hamstring  the  artists  and  humanists  of 
this  country  by  trying  to  circumscribe 
the  areas  in  which  they  operate.  This 
program  has  been  well  run.  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  examine  its  scope  and 
operations,  and  I  commend  the  great 
men  who  have  administered  it. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
quite  agree  with  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  sdeld? 

Mr.  ’THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
would  like  to  quote  a  project  that  took 
place  just  recently  in  Rhode  Island.  It 
was  a  very  healthy  and  excellent  dem¬ 
onstration.  As  a  result  of  funding  from 
the  arts  and  humanities  in  Rhode  Island, 
we  had  a  project  called  Discovery  which 
visited  the  high  schools  of  the  entire 
State — the  theater. 

The  children  who  were  benefited  by 
this  program  were  very  disappointed 
when  they  found  out  that  Project  Dis¬ 
covery  might  very  well  not  be  continued 
this  year  because  of  lack  of  funding. 

So  they  put  on  a  demonstration  march 
to  the  State  House  hoping  that  the  State 
would  help  to  fund  and  that  private 
funds  would  come  in  so  that  they  could 
continue  Project  Discovery. 

I  feel  that  if  this  type  of  demonstra¬ 
tion  can  be  generated  from  this  funding, 
certainly  it  is  a  healthy  thing  for  the 
future  of  our  Nation. 


Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  The 
gentleman  has  pointed  out  something 
that  is  very  valuable,  as  has  the  majority 
leader. 

The  fact  is  that  since  the  passage  of 
this  legislation  nearly  every  State  in  the 
Union  has  formed  its  own  State  arts 
council  and  has  turned  the  attention  of 
the  youngsters  and  of  the  populace  of 
the  States  to  the  beautiful  things  in  life. 
They  may  not  have  much  value  to  some 
of  us,  but  they  do  to  me  and  they  do  to 
the  children  and  they  do  to  elderly  peo¬ 
ple,  such  as  my  friend.  Dr.  Barnaby 
Keeney. 

This  money  will  generate  probably 
three  times  as  much  as  the  appropria¬ 
tion  provided  for  here.  The  Endowments 
on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  have 
done  a  truly  magnificent  job  with  very 
meager  resomces. 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
understood  the  gentleman  correctly,  the 
possibility  may  be  that  some  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  cannot  distinguish  a  ballet 
dancer  from  a  bale  of  hay,  and  I  believe 
that  this  would  justify  a  considerable 
expenditure  for  cultural  enrichment. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I  sup¬ 
pose  it  would. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  subcommittee 
and  to  the  committee  and  my  gratitude 
and  the  gratitude  of  our  great  constitu¬ 
encies  who  are  interested  in  the  arts  and 
humanities  for  their  work  and  for  this 
very  modest  contribution. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  $3  million  placed 
in  this  bill  is  to  provide  for  matching 
grants  for  every  dollar  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  spends  here,  another  dollar  or  more 
of  grants  will  be  donated  and  used  to 
further  the  program  arts  and  humanities. 

After  listening  to  the  debate  a  little 
earlier  on  another  subject,  I  am  just 
going  to  repeat  what  I  said  last  year. 

We  have  solved  many  technical  prob¬ 
lems.  We  have  made  magnificent  contri¬ 
butions  in  the  sciences  and,  yet,  not  yet 
does  this  Nation  understand  the  depth 
of  its  soul.  A  better  understanding  of 
ourselves  can  be  the  contribution  of  the 
humanities. 

To  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  may  I 
ask,  what  is  wrong  with  knowing  the 
history — the  proud  history  of  the  Apache 
Nation? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  read  a  state¬ 
ment  by  a  rather  well-known  business 
enterprise.  A  page  advertisement  was 
taken  in  the  newspapers  of  the  West 
about  3  weeks  ago  by  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  Bell. 

At  the  top  of  the  page  appear  the 
words  “The  Big  Change  in  Arts  and  Cul¬ 
ture.’’  At  the  bottom  it  says: 

Like  many  others  in  the  business  world 
today  we  recognize  that  the  opportunity  to 
enjoy  the  arts  is  an  lmix)rtant  part  of  the 
quality  of  living  we  enjoy  here  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  And  iike  any  part  of  our  environ¬ 
ment,  their  growth  must  be  nurtured  and 
stimulated.  You  might  say  that’s  been  our 
theme  in  this  Big  Change  series.  For  what 
we’ve  been  saying  is  that  the  assets  we  have 
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in  Washington  must  be  matched  by  the 
deeds  of  men  if  we  are  all  to  enjoy  the  pro¬ 
ductive  life.  And  that’s  an  unchanging 
assignment. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  defeat  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  about  the  history  of 
the  Comanches,  and  the  Arapahos  and 
all  the  rest  of  them — the  Mohawks,  the 
Sioux,  the  Cherokees,  and  all  other  In¬ 
dian  tribes? 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  think  the  history 
of  every  group  who  has  been  part  of  this 
country’s  history  is  part  and  parcel  of 
this  country’s  great  heritage  and  should 
be  more  widely  known.  It  is  part  of  our 
culture. 

I  am  personally  proud  to  have  worked 
with  the  Indian  people  of  this  Nation 
and  to  understand  their  role  and  their 
relationship  in  today’s  world. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentlewoman  in  the 
very  brief  hearings  that  we  held  on  this 
subject  said  it  was  her  understanding 
that  the  appropriations - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Washington  has  expired. 

(Mr.  McDADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  merely 
wish  to  point  out  to  the  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  this  is  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  comes  from  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  imanimous  fashion.  We 
gave  it  what  we  thought  was  an  im¬ 
portant  and  extensive  hearing.  In  our 
judgment,  it  is  an  item  in  which  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  our  Nation,  our  people,  ought 
to  be  interested. 

The  question  is  really  at  what  level. 
I  believe  all  of  us  will  agree  that  this 
is  a  minimal  level  of  Federal  funding. 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  to  support  the  position  of 
the  subcommittee  and  defeat  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  my  colleague  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  not  the  gentlewoman 
from  Washington,  in  opening  the  quick 
hearing  on  this  $3  million  item,  say  that, 
in  effect,  she  was  svu’prised  that  they 
would  be  asking  for  this  funding  since 
she  thought  supplemental  appropriations 
dealt  with  emergencies?  What  kind  of 
emergency  is  there  in  this  situation? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  would  say  to  my  col¬ 
league — and  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington,  of  course,  is  able  to  spdak 
for  herself  ably — but  I  would  point  out 
that  this  is  a  matching  program  in  which 
we  are  making  an  effort  to  stimulate 
non-Federal  funding  in  this  area,  and  in 
order  to  do  this  we  are  providing  funds 
which  can  be  matched  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  that  scarcely  makes 
an  emergency  out  of  this  thing. 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  think  we  have  to  do 
it  in  order  to  stimulate  the  non-Federal 
funding.  We  ought  at  least  to  come  for¬ 
ward  with  some  Federal  funding  to  keep 
faith.  That  is  what  we  are  doing. 


Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  May  I 
say  that  in  our  committee  questions  were 
asked  to  develop  the  fullest  amomit  of 
information  necessary  to  find  out  what 
the  funds  were  designed  to  do.  We  were 
told  that  for  every  dollar  that  would  be 
provided  in  the  Federal  funding  there  is 
more  than  a  dollar  pledged  in  gifts  to  the 
arts  and  humanities  under  the  matching 
program.  We  did  not  want  to  appropri¬ 
ate  more  than  would  be  necessary.  We 
did  want  to  know  why,  exactly,  we 
needed  the  money  at  this  time,  and  the 
complete  answers  are  in  the  record  of  our 
hearings. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  amendment  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  ME.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendent  close 
in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  'The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Joelson)  . 

(Mr.  JOELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment.  I  think 
that  when  the  history  books  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  are  written,  we  are  going  to  be 
judged  not  on  the  number  of  angry 
bombs  we  were  able  to  produce,  or  the 
screaming  missiles,  or  the  whining  bul¬ 
lets,  but  by  what  kind  of  culture  or  civili¬ 
zation  we  created. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  mentioned 
Vietnam.  I  believe  the  people  of  this 
country  want  to  acknowledge  that  there 
are  more  things  to  life  than  wars,  and 
that  there  are  the  pursuits  of  peace,  and 
the  advantages  and  the  blessing  of  peace. 
We  would  like  to  acknowledge  that  we 
are  a  humane,  an  interested,  and  an 
aware  people. 

I  do  not  think  a  Congress  that  today 
is  appropriating  $1.2  billion  for  killing 
has  the  right  to  turn  its  back  on  a  token 
$3  million  for  the  appreciation  of  cul¬ 
ture  and  the  blessings  of  democracy  and 
learning.  This  may  seem  a  very  paltry 
matter,  but  I  think  it  goes  to  the  heart 
of  what  America  is  and  what  America 
would  like  to  be  and  what  America  could 
become  if  we  are  willing  to  invest  our 
weath  in  our  minds  and  our  spirits.  We 
must  not  become  a  nation  of  Philistines. 
We  are  not  barbarians;  we  are  human 
beings. 

As  one  who  would  have  chosen  over 
Sparta,  I  urge  the  rejection  of  this  nega¬ 
tive  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Mayne)  . 

(Mr.  MAYNE  asked  and  was  given 


peimlssion  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MAYNE.  Mr.  CHiairman,  1  would 
not  want  to  take  the  position  that  $3 
million  is  a  small  amoimt  of  money,  but 
considering  the  vast  scope  of  this  project, 
the  National  Foimdation  on  the  Arts  and 
Humanities,  this  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very 
reasonable  expenditure  in  this  bill.  I, 
therefore,  speak  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Cultural  activities  of  this  kind  have 
never  in  the  history  of  civilization  oper¬ 
ated  at  a  profit.  It  has  always  been  nec¬ 
essary  to  have  either  some  Government 
subsidization  or  some  other  type  of  con¬ 
tribution  from  patrons  or  sponsors  to 
bring  great  works  of  ai’t  and  literature 
to  the  peoples  of  the  world.  This  has  been 
necessary  to  make  progress  in  raising  the 
cultm’al  and  artistic  standards  of  the 
human  race. 

We  are  not  talking  here  about  some 
vague  experimental  program,  but  of  a 
program  which  has  already  proved  its 
worth  operating  within  the  confines  of  a 
relatively  modest  budget. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Thompson)  said,  the  arts  councils 
have  been  very  successful  throughout  the 
United  States.  I  can  certainly  assure  my 
colleagues  that  the  Iowa  Arts  Council, 
imder  the  direction  of  Jack  E.  Olds,  has 
been  an  outstanding  success.  This  has 
been  a  bipartisan  effort  in  the  State  of 
Iowa  commenced  during  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  a  Democratic  Governor  with  an 
appropriation  of  $50,000.  This  year  a 
Republican  Governor  has  recommended 
an  appropriation  of  $61,460  and  the  full 
amount  has  been  voted  by  a  Republic 
legislature.  Using  State  and  Federal 
funds,  the  Iowa  Arts  Coimcil  has  been 
able  to  bring  great  music,  great  litera¬ 
ture,  and  great  drama  to  every  corner  of 
the  State.  The  1967-68  biennium  report 
of  the  coimcil  shows  that  33  projects  were 
undertaken  and  presented  in  a  great 
majority  of  Iowa’s  99  counties. 

To  mention  some  of  these,  there  were 
performances  by  the  Des  Moines  Civic 
Ballet  at  Marshalltown  and  Des  Moines 
and  a  performance  by  the  Dubuque  City 
Youth  Ballet  Company  in  collaboration 
with  the  University  of  Northern  Iowa. 

An  extended  tour  by  the  University  of 
Northern  Iowa  Concert  Chorale  and 
Concert  Band ;  a  tour  of  western  counties 
by  the  Iowa  State  Symphonic  Band;  re¬ 
citals  by  the  internationally  known  Iowa 
violinist,  Charles  Treger,  the  only  Amer¬ 
ican  to  win  the  famous  Wieniawski  com¬ 
petition  in  Poznan,  Poland,  and  by  Pi¬ 
anist  David  Kaiserman. 

A  tour  of  24  communities  by  poets 
from  Iowa  colleges  and  universities  who 
read  and  interpreted  their  poems  to  an 
estimated  5,000  high  school  students;  a 
drama  consultation  and  technical  serv¬ 
ices  project  from  Iowa  State  University 
which  brought  staff  members  as  consult¬ 
ants  to  about  six  communities. 

An  artist-in-residence  program  which 
brought  the  celebrated  painter,  Marion 
J.  Kitzman,  of  Iowa  State  University,  to 
two  communities;  a  touring  exhibition 
of  prints  by  12  Iowa  printmakers;  a 
traveling  program  showing  and  discuss¬ 
ing  films  as  an  art  form  was  presented 
In  four  communities. 
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An  Iowa  designer-craftsmen  touring 
exhibit  assembled  by  Bonn  Young,  direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Cedar  Rapids  Art  Center, 
which  has  toured  22  communities. 

These  are  some  of  the  extremely 
worthwhile  programs  which  the  Iowa 
Arts  Council  has  been  carrying  forward 
with  the  aid  of  grants  from  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humani¬ 
ties,  and  from  the  Iowa  State  Legisla¬ 
ture.  Even  more  extensive  and  reward¬ 
ing  programs  for  the  people  of  Iowa  are 
being  planned  for  next  year,  if  sufficient 
funds  such  as  those  provided  for  in  this 
bill  can  be  made  available  through  the 
Arts  and  Humanities  Foimdation.  The 
Iowa  Legislature  has  already  done  its 
share  having  appropriated  the  full 
amount  of  $61,460  recommended  by  Gov¬ 
ernor  Ray  for  the  1969-70  biennimn.  I 
strongly  urge  that  this  House  similarly 
show  its  confidence  in  the  worthiness  of 
the  program,  by  overwhelmingly  reject¬ 
ing  this  amendment,  the  'pm'pose  of 
which  is  to  delete  aU  supplemental  fimds 
for  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Foundation. 

Evidently  some  Members  of  the  House 
are  stUl  tmaware  of  the  vigorous  cultural 
and  artistic  activity  which  has  long 
thrived  in  the  State  of  Iowa.  There  has 
even  been  some  intimation  that  one  of 
the  most  beautiful  of  the  performing 
arts,  the  ballet,  is  completely  imknown 
in  Iowa.  Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  truth.  In  addition  to  fairly  frequent 
appearances  by  national  touring  com¬ 
panies,  a  number  of  Iowa  colleges,  uni¬ 
versities,  and  cities  sustain  their  own 
ballet  groups.  I  can  assure  the  House 
that  many  lowans  know  what  ballet 
dancers  look  like.  Thanks  to  the  Iowa 
Arts  Coimcil  and  the  National  Foimda- 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities,  in¬ 
creasing  numbers  of  lowans  are  having 
an  opportimity  to  decide  for  themselves 
whether  their  lives  are  indeed  enriched 
by  the  humanities  and  the  arts.  I  urge  all 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  au¬ 
thor  of  this  amendment  has  said  we 
should  start  with  a  half  million  dollars  or 
with  $3  million  before  we  can  expect  to 
save  billions  of  dollars.  The  House  has 
just  rejected  an  opportunity  to  register 
a  protest  against  the  literally  billions  of 
dollars  in  waste  which  has  been  exposed 
in  the  Defense  Department.  Therefore,  I 
would  suggest  a  slogan  for  this  amend¬ 
ment:  “Billions  for  defense  waste,  but 
not  one  cent  for  what  we  are  supposed  to 
be  defending.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Gross)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gross)  there 
were — ayes  21,  noes  99. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
DEPARTMENT  OP  HEALTH.  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE 
Office  of  Education 

'HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  edu¬ 
cational  activities”.  Including  payments  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  108(b)  of  the  District  at 
Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended 


(Public  Law  90-354,  approved  Jime  20,  1968) , 
and  annual  Interest  grants  authorized  by 
section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-576,  ap¬ 
proved  October  16,  1968),  $11,161,000,  of 
which  $3,920,000  shall  remain  available  un¬ 
til  exi>ended  for  said  annual  Interest  grants: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health 
Service,  fiscal  year  1969. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SCHERLE 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Scherle:  On 
page  15,  at  the  end  of  line  6.  strike  the  pe¬ 
riod  and  Insert  the  following:  "Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  for  annual  Interest  grants  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Edu¬ 
cation  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  by  P.L.  90- 
575,  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
any  grant  to  any  institution  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation  unless  such  institution  is  in  full 
compliance  with  section  504  of  such  Act.” 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  proposing  would  pro¬ 
hibit  any  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  H.R.  11400 — under  chapter  VII, 
higher  education  activities  found  on 
page  14  of  this  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill — for  the  purpose  of  such  annual 
interest  grants  to  be  granted  to  any  in¬ 
stitution  which  is  not  in  full  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  504  of  the 
Higher  Education  Amendments  of  1968. 

Under  chapter  VII  of  the  bill  before  us. 
Congress  is  asked  to  appropriate  $3.9 
million  for  interest  subsidy  grants  for 
college  construction  loans.  This  Federal 
financial  assistance  would  result  in  the 
colleges  being  able  to  obtain  an  esti¬ 
mated  $145  million  in  loans  from  non- 
Federal  sources. 

The  taxpayers  have  a  large  stock  in 
the  higher  educational  institutions  in 
this  country — billions  of  their  tax  dol¬ 
lars  aid  it  each  year.  There  is  an  urgent 
need  for  college  administrators  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  radical  troublemakers.  The 
clear  congressional  intent  is  that  the  col¬ 
leges  either  ought  to  clean  up  their  cam¬ 
puses  or  suffer  the  consequences. 

I  can  think  of  no  more  powerful  way 
to  impress  upon  the  administrators  the 
seriousness  of  their  failure  to  impose 
section  504  than  to  tell  them  that  such 
failure  would  mean  that  they  will  not  be 
eligible  for  this  additional  type  of  aid. 

Section  504 — Public  Law  90-575 — 
basically  requires  that  if  any  student  is 
foimd,  after  a  hearing  by  the  college  or 
university,  to  have  either  have  been  con¬ 
victed  of  a  crime  in  a  court  of  record  or 
violated  a  school  regulation  which  was 
of  a  serious  nature  and  contributed  to  a 
disruption  which  prevented  his  faculty 
or  other  students  from  attending  to 
their  duties  or  engaging  in  studies,  then 
that  student  shall  not  be  eligible  for  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  student  loan  programs  for 
at  least  2  years. 

Some  colleges  are  laboring  under  the 
false  impression  given  by  former  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  Wilbur  Cohen,  who  felt  that  en¬ 
forcement  of  section  504  was  not  manda¬ 
tory.  However,  the  present  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Robert 
Finch,  in  testimony  before  a  House 
Subcommittee  on  Special  Education,  of 
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which  I  am  a  member,  on  April  18,  1969, 
made  it  clear  that  section  504  imposed 
a  mandatory  obligation  on  the  college. 
Secretary  Finch  said: 

As  with  any  provision  of  law.  Section  504 
demands  compliance  In  good  faith  by  those 
to  whom  it  applies.  So  we  expect  that  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  will  strive  in  good 
faith  to  Implement  its  provisions  for  aid 
termination  where  the  facts  disclose  the 
“abuses”  have  taken  place. 

The  amendment  only  requires  the  in¬ 
stitution  of  higher  education  which 
wishes  to  qualify  for  funds  under  the  an¬ 
nual  interest  grant  program  to  obey  the 
law  as  far  as  section  504  of  the  Higher 
Education  Amendments  of  1968  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Surely  no  institution  of  higher 
education  can  make  any  claim  that  it 
should  be  “beyond  the  law”  in  any  re¬ 
spect,  or  that  it  should  not  have  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  provisions  of  section  504. 
It  is  in  fact  “bad  faith”  on  the  part  of 
an  institution  of  higher  education  if  it 
applies  for  one  form  of  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  while  it  is  guilty  of  refusal  or  fail¬ 
ure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  law  in  its  administration  of  another 
Federal  assistance  program. 

The  intent  of  Congress  that  the  col¬ 
leges  must  hold  hearings  is  most  clear. 
Not  only  was  it  clear  from  the  language 
used  in  section  504,  but  in  addition  the 
Congress  last  year  passed  substantially 
similar  amendments  to  three  different 
appropriations  bills.  They  were  the 
Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  Act  for  fiscal  1969,  Independent  Of¬ 
fices  Appropriation  Act — Pubiic  Law  90- 
550 — and  NASA  appropriation — Public 
Law  90-373. 

This  amendment  does  not  bring  the 
Federal  Government  into  the  field  of 
.  academic  discipline.  It  merely  states  that 
none  of  the  ftmds  under  this  section  wiil 
be  granted  to  any  institution  that  is  un- 
wiiling  to  comply  with  the  present  Fed- 
erai  iaw. 

The  amendment  is  important  not  so 
much  in  the  program  that  it  amends,  but 
in  the  principle  that  it  establishes.  The 
relatively  new  and  small  annual  inter¬ 
est  grants  progi'am  is  the  only  rather 
general  assistance  program  relating  to 
institutions  of  higher  education  in  the 
present  bill.  My  amendment  will  help  the 
annual  interest  grant  program,  by  in¬ 
suring  that  the  limited  funds  will  go  to 
those  institutions  which  are  willing  to 
help  themselves  and  to  curb  the  vio¬ 
lence  and  disorders  disrupting  and  in 
many  ways  destroying  these  institutions 
by  using  all  appropriate  means  avail¬ 
able,  including  the  tools  made  available 
to  these  institutions  by  section  504  of  the 
Higher  Education  Amendments  of  1968. 
Denial  of  an  annual  interest  grant  will 
not  invoke  serious  injury  upon  any  insti¬ 
tution,  but  it  would  show  the  institutions 
that  Congress  is  concerned  and  demands 
compliance  with  section  504  of  the  High¬ 
er  Education  Amendments  of  1968.  The 
experience  gained  under  this  amendment 
would  be  of  great  interest  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  considers  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriations 
legislation  for  fiscal  year  1970  later  this 
year,  and  when  it  considers  other  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  field  of  Federal  assistance  to 
higher  education. 


H3920 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


In  brief,  my  amendment  simply  says 
that  section  504  of  the  present  law  must 
be  enforced,  not  ignored;  that  the  time 
to  stop  disorder  on  the  campuses  of  our 
Nation  is  now,  not  later;  and  that  the 
American  people  are  fed  up  with  placid 
college  administrators  who  are  imwilling 
or  unable  to  carry  out  their  responsibil¬ 
ities  to  their  colleges,  their  communities, 
or  their  country. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  he  is  drawing  attention  to 
section  504  of  the  Higher  Education  Act 
and  to  sections  of  the  Labor-Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation 
bill,  the  independent  offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  the  Defense  appropriation 
bill  of  last  year  which  contain  certain 
restrictive  language  with  regard  to  aid  to 
the  colleges.  To  some  extent,  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  merely  seems  to 
endorse  the  present  law.  I  have  no  au¬ 
thority  to  speak  for  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  but  personally  I  do  not 
see  anything  objectionable  about  the 
amendment. 

I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  all  debate  on  this 
amendment  be  closed  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  PODELL)  . 

(Ml-.  PODELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  dis¬ 
quiets  me  to  see  an  effort  afoot  in  the 
House  to  coerce  universities  and  col¬ 
leges  into  taking  action  against  student 
protestors.  Offered  in  the  form  of  an 
amendment  to  the  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  bill  we  are  considering,  it  aims 
at  a  Federal  intrusion  onto  almost  every 
campus  in  the  Nation,  deciding  who 
shall  be  penalized,  and  who  shall  not  be. 

Such  an  amendment  requiring  insti¬ 
tutions  of  higher  learning  applying  for 
Federal  interest  subsidies  for  construc¬ 
tion  projects  to  certify  that  they  are 
complsdng  with  a  legislative  antidisorder 
measure  passed  by  Congress  last  year. 
Here  we  have  those  who  cry  the  loudest 
about  Federal  intervention,  demanding 
such  intervention  in  the  worst  possible 
manner. 

Such  an  overshadowing  Federal  pres¬ 
ence  and  the  threat  implied  is  the  very 
antithesis  of  what  Congress  intentions 
were  when  Federal  aid  to  colleges  and 
universities  was  enacted  into  law.  Shall 
the  National  Government  use  its  freely 
offered  aid  to  education  to  require  each 
school  to  retain  or  expel  students?  Is  the 
Government  about  to  set  up  standards 
for  scholarship  as  well? 

Enactment  of  such  a  coercive  measure 
would  be  the  first  step  toward  abroga¬ 
tion  of  all  the  liberties  our  campuses 
embody  and  teach.  Academic  freedom 
and  the  right  to  dissent  will  be  next.  This 
is  intrusion  with  a  vengeance. 

I  hold  no  brief  for  those  who  bring 
weapons  onto  campuses  or  destroy  prop¬ 


erty.  I  have  no  sympathy  with  those  who 
use  the  right  of  protest  to  prevent  the 
vast  majority  from  attending  classes  and 
obtaining  educations. 

Simultaneously,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
vehemently  opposed  to  those  who  have 
so  little  faith  in  our  young  people,  our 
ideals  and  our  institutions.  At  the  first 
sign  of  trouble,  their  answer  is  coercion, 
abrogation  of  traditional  liberties  and  the 
imposition  of  harsh  laws  and  harsher 
penalties.  Already  overreaction  is  visible 
in  the  form  of  midnight  arrests  and 
pounding  on  the  door  in  the  wee  hours. 
This  is  no  solution.  It  is  the  very  anti¬ 
thesis  of  om-  country.  We  must  not  allow 
ourselves  to  be  carried  away  by  the 
frightened  cries  of  those  with  little  faith 
and  no  understanding  of  democracy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Koch)  . 

(Mr.  KOCH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KOCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  poten¬ 
tial  effect  of  this  amendment  is  most 
abhorrent.  It  would  substitute  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  of  HEW  for  that 
of  the  chancellor  of  every  imiversity  with 
respect  to  student  discipline.  And  cruelly, 
if  such  oversight  were  exercised  so  as  to 
find  the  imiversity  chancellor  derelict, 
then  under  this  amendment  the  Federal 
funds  granted  to  the  imiversity  for  the 
construction  of  academic  facilities  would 
be  withdrawn  affecting  all  students,  good 
and  bad  alike,  violent  and  nonviolent. 

Those  who  have  always  feared  the 
assertion  of  Federal  power  in  education 
now  seem  bent  on  using  it  in  a  punitive 
manner.  Students  must  be  held  respon¬ 
sible  for  their  conduct — but  the  Federal 
Government  has  no  business  using  its 
funds  to  play  schoolmaster. 

'This  amendment  establishes  an  ugly 
precedent  and  I  oppose  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Harsha)  . 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  fed  up  with  the  violence, 
destruction  of  property,  intimidations, 
and  disruptions  on  the  college  campuses. 
They  are  sick  and  tired  of  seeing  their 
tax  dollars  used  for  purposes  for  which 
they  were  never  intended.  They  are  sick 
and  tired  of  seeing  educational  facilities 
which  they  funded  abused  and  misused 
for  purposes  for  which  they  were  never 
intended. 

This  amendment  merely  serves  notice 
on  the  faculties  and  administrators  that 
they  must  enforce  the  law  on  their  cam¬ 
puses  and  they  must  put  their  own  house 
in  order  so  that  academic  freedom  can 
be  maintained  in  these  institutions,  so 
that  the  great  majority  of  students  who 
earnestly  desire  an  education  may  pur¬ 
sue  their  efforts  to  improve  their  knowl¬ 
edge  and  skills  in  an  atmosphere  con¬ 
ducive  to  that  goal. 

This  amendment  is  not  repressive.  It 
does  not  impose  Federal  Intervention  on 
the  universities,  but  to  the  contrary  will 
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help  insure  academic  freedom.  It  should 
serve  notice,  however,  to  the  faculties  and 
administrators  that  unless  they  do  put 
their  own  house  in  order  and  bring  a  halt 
to  this  nonsense,  that  they  themselves 
have  encouraged,  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  will  no  longer  stand  for  such  actions 
and  that  this  Congress  will  undoubtedly 
take  far  sterner  measures  in  the  event 
that  they  continue  to  fail  to  meet  their 
responsibilities. 

This  is  a  most  proper  amendment  and 
is  a  proper  area  in  which  this  Congress 
can  act.  Certainly  there  is  a  Federal  in¬ 
terest  involved  here  because  of  the  great 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  in  the  name 
of  higher  education,  and  the  Congress 
has  a  responsibility  to  see  that  these 
funds  are  properly  used  and  that  the 
facilities  constructed  with  these  funds 
are  not  destroyed  or  damaged. 

I  have  been  approached  from  several 
sources  inquiring  whether  or  not  I  would 
offer  my  bill  as  an  amendment  to  this 
legislation,  and  I  was  also  asked,  in  the 
event  I  did  not  offer  my  bill,  if  some¬ 
one  else  offered  it,  would  I  support  it 
as  an  amendment  to  this  supplemental 
appropriations  bill. 

I  informed  those  who  made  such  in¬ 
quiries  that  I  would  not  offer  my  bill  nor 
support  anyone  else  who  did  in  that 
event.  While  I  feel  very  strongly  on  this 
issue,  it  is  my  feeling  that  the  Special 
Subcommittee  on  Campus  Disorders 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  lady  from  Oregon  has  acted  very 
equitably  and  fairly  in  this  matter. 

They  are  conducting  hearings  on  the 
issue  and  have  been  doing  so  for  several 
weeks.  They  have  afforded  me  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  express  my  views  on  behalf 
of  my  legislation  ■  and  afforded  others  a 
similar  opportunity.  It  is  my  feeling  that 
we  first  should  exhaust  the  usual  legis¬ 
lative  process  before  we  resort  to  any 
other  methods  to  legislate  on  this  issue. 

Therefore,  I  have  indicated  that  I 
would  not  offer  my  legislation  at  this 
time.  • 

I  think  the  proper  procedure  is  to  let 
the  committee  work  its  will  and  to  in¬ 
quire  into  all  the  ramifications  of  this 
issue.  I  am  convinced  the  committee  is 
doing  that  and  will  come  up  with  some 
suggested  legislation  to  cope  with  this  is¬ 
sue  of  such  concern  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  In  the  event  it  does  not,  there  will 
be  ample  time  and  opportunity  to  offer 
my  legislation  or  other  measures  to  cope 
with  the  situation. 

I  see  nothing  contradictory  with  that 
approach  in  supporting  this  amendment 
as  the  amendment  merely  clarifies  exist¬ 
ing  law  and  tells  the  faculties  and  ad¬ 
ministrators  that  before  they  receive  any 
future  funds  they  must  certify  to  the 
SecretaiT  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  that  they  will  comply  with  existing 
law.  This  is  little  enough  to  ask  of  these 
faculties  and  administrators,  and  I  would 
hope  that  the  committee  would  accept 
this  amendment. 

Mr  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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[Mr.  MICHEL  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in 
the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Hathaway)  . 

(Mr.  HATHAWAY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
ITld>l*lCS  ) 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  As 
I  understand,  the  gentleman  proposes 
that  institutions  of  higher  education 
certify  that  they  are  in  compliance  with 
section  504  of  the  Higher  Education  Act 
and  section  411  of  the  Labor-Health,  Ed¬ 
ucation,  and  Welfare  Appropriations  Act 
as  a  prereqmsite  to  making  application 
for  programs  which  will  be  funded  under 
the  second  supplemental  appropriation 
biU  for  fiscal  year  1969.  As  a  practical 
matter,  this  will  mean  that  institutions 
will  be  required  to  make  this  certification 
with  respect  to  just  one  program — ^the 
program  providing  Federal  payments  to 
reduce  interest  charges  on  loans  obtained 
from  the  private  money  market  for  the 
construction  of  academic  facilities. 

Mr.  CTiairman,  the  bases  for  my  oppo¬ 
sition  to  this  amendment  are  numerous. 
First  of  all,  the  amendment  will  be  most 
selective  in  its  application.  Under  the 
$3.9  million  supplemental  appropriation 
proposed  for  the  interest  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram,,  it  is  estimated  that  less  than  250 
institutions  of  higher  education,  out  of  a 
possible  2,000,  will  be  able  to  participate 
in  the  program.  Thus,  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  only  a  small  percentage  of  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  colleges  and  universities  will  be 
obligated  to  meet  the  requirement  man¬ 
dated  by  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 
All  other  institutions,  many  of  them  car¬ 
rying  on  extensive  student  assistance 
programs,  will  not  be  required  imder  the 
gentlemen’s  amendment  to  file  a  certifi¬ 
cation  of  compliance. 

Mr.  (Chairman,  more  objectionable 
than  this,  however,  is  the  very  dangerous 
precedent  which  this  amendment  would 
establish.  Action  taken  last  year  in  the 
Higher  Education  Amendments  of  1968 
and  on  the  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  appropriations  bill  was  directed  at 
disruptive  students.  These  amendments 
were  not  directed  at  institutions  of  high¬ 
er  education  as  is  the  gentleman’s 
amendment.  We  must  not  confuse  our 
purposes  for  it  is  a  much  different  mat¬ 
ter  to  suggest  that  we  pimish  colleges 
and  xiniversities  than  it  is  to  say  that  we 
should  pimish  students  for  illegal  actions. 

As  you  know,  the  Subcommittee  on 
Special  Education  has  conducted  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  on  the  question  of  student 
unrest  and,  not  one  witness,  and  I  include 
Secretary  Pinch  and  Attorney  General 
Mitchel,  has  suggested  that  we  enact 
legislation  directed  at  institutions  of 
higher  education.  Quite  the  contrary  is 
the  case.  Just  yesterday.  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  Mitchel  advised  us  that  he  did  not 
reconunend  any  additional  Federal  leg¬ 
islation  at  this  time.  What  he  was  saying 
to  us  is  what  should  be  repeated  here  to¬ 
day — that  there  is  sufficient  existing  au¬ 
thority  to  meet  the  problem. 

There  is  clearly  sufficient  authority  to 
deal  with  any  institution  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion  which  refuses  to  comply  with  sec¬ 


tions  411  and  504.  There  is  absolutely  no 
need  to  add  the  requirement  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  suggests.  It  can  only 
be  viewed  as  a  totally  imnecessary 
amendment  which  would  be  selective  in 
its  application  and  which  would  estab¬ 
lish  a  most  dangerous  precedent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  has  expired. 

The  Chaif  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  (Mr.  Evans)  . 

(Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  If  the  pro¬ 
ponent  of  the  amendment  would  answer 
a  question,  I  would  like  to  pose  an  in¬ 
quiry.  If  his  amendment  passes,  how  and 
by  whom  is  it  going  to  be  determined  as 
to  whether  a  college  or  university  is  in 
compliance  with  the  laws  as  passed  last 
year? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Under  section  504,  if 
they  comply  with  the  law  as  I  indicated, 
there  would  be  no  problem  whatsoever. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  My  question 
is  how  and  by  whom  is  it  determined  that 
they  are  complying  with  the  laws  which 
have  been  previously  passed? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  We  leave  the  deter¬ 
mination  in  the  hands  of  the  college  ad¬ 
ministrators,  exactly  where  it  belongs, 
and  they  will  have  to  make  the  determi¬ 
nation  as  to  whether  they  are  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  statutes. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  When  the 
gentleman  mentions  “compliance  with 
the  statutes,”  who  will  judge  as  to 
whether  or  not  they  are  in  compliance 
with  such  statutes  under  the  gentleman’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  The  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will 
have  final  jurisdiction  in  the  matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Scherle)  . 

(Mr.  SCHERLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
statement  was  made  a  moment  ago  that 
this  is  punitive  with  reference  to  the 
penalty  involved.  Certainly  there  should 
be  a  penalty.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  the  penalty  be  available  for  use. 
’This  is  exactly  what  it  would  amount  to ; 
It  would  leave  the  authorization  in  the 
colleges  and  universities  where  it  belongs 
and  all  we  say  is,  “You  enforce  the  law.” 
We  take  no  jurisdiction  away  from  them. 
The  discretion  lies  in  the  areas  of  the 
college  and  imiversity  and  all  we  are  ask¬ 
ing  is  that  they  enforce  the  law. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  If  it  remains 
in  the  hands  of  the  office  of  education 
it  would  be  handed  over  to  the  commis¬ 
sioner  of  education? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  It  will  rest  in  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 
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Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  In  other 
words,  he  will  have  jurisdiction  over 
every  college  and  university  which  re¬ 
ceives  Federal  funds? 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  No,  the  decision  to 
comply  with  section  504  would  remain 
with  the  college  and  university  adminis¬ 
trators.  If  they  do  not  comply  with  the 
law  then  funds  would  be  cut  off. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Wyman)  . 

(Mr.  WYMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WYAIAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  draft  and  introduce  those 
portions  of  section  504  that  do  not  relate 
to  conviction.  There  is  no  reason  why  we 
should  not  now  require  compliance  with 
statutes  that  were  passed  by  this  Con¬ 
gress  by  a  vote  of  6  to  1.  The  only  action 
required  on  the  part  of  the  schools  is 
either  that  someone  should  be  convicted 
or  that,  after  notice  and  hearing,  they 
have  been  found  by  the  school  to  have 
wilfully  participated  in  a  serious  disrup¬ 
tion  of  the  imiversity  administration. 
This  amendment  would  leave  the  control 
of  the  situation  in  the  school  administra¬ 
tion  where  it  belongs,  except  in  cases  of 
convictions  in  court,  which,  incidentally, 
I  hope  will  be  extended  to  include  con¬ 
victions  for  contempt  of  court  at  some 
later  date. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  amendment 
is  a  worthy  one  in  coping  with  some 
aspects  of  the  problems  which  we  are 
now  experiencing  at  our  educational  in¬ 
stitutions.  This  is  not  the  complete  legis¬ 
lative  response,  but  it  helps.  In  due  course 
hopefully  the  subcommittee  headed  by 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
Oregon  (Mrs.  Green)  will  present  addi¬ 
tional  general  legislation  firmly  imposing 
sanctions  and  appropriate  penalties  for 
the  reprehensible  deliberate  insurrection 
we  have  been  witnessing  with  dismay  on 
too  many  campuses  in  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Hampshire  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon  (Mrs.  Green)  . 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  section  504  was  adopted  by  this 
Congress  last  year  by  an  overwhelming 
majority.  As  I  understand  the  amend¬ 
ment  this  does  not  cut  off  funds.  It  re¬ 
quires  each  university  which  wants  to 
apply  for  funds  to  file  a  certificate  of 
compliance — simply  a  statement  to  the 
effect  that  they  will  comply  with  the 
law. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  anything  re¬ 
pressive  about  this;  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  punitive,  but  it  serves  notice  upon  the 
colleges  and  universities  of  this  country 
that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  a  legitimate  concern  about  the  vio¬ 
lence  which  is  now  current  on  our  col¬ 
lege  campuses. 

This  Congress  is  concerned  when  ad¬ 
vance  amnesty  is  demanded.  This  Con¬ 
gress  is  concerned  when  it  appears  that 
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a  college  faculty  capitulates  to  nonne- 
gotiable  demands  at  the  point  of  guns. 
This  Congress  is  concerned  when  the 
faculty  of  a  liberal  arts  college  of  a 
great  university  votes  to  ask  that  crim¬ 
inal  charges  be  dropped  for  over  200 
students  and  faculty  members  who  par¬ 
ticipated  in  a  recent  riot.  This  serves 
notice  that  the  patience  of  this  Congress 
of  the  American  people  is  not  unlimited. 
This  is  to  serve  notice  to  the  far  left 
that  we  are  sick  and  tired  of  the  violence 
we  see  in  this  country,  and  that  this 
Congress  is  determined  to  do  whatever 
it  can  to  see  that  it  is  stopped.  This  is  to 
serve  notice  to  the  small  minority  in  the 
SDS,  in  the  Black  Panthers  that  this 
country  will  not  tolerate  the  tyranny  of 
the  minority. 

My  committee,  I  believe,  will  have 
other  legislation  that  we  hope  will  be 
helpful  in  this  situation.  I  hope  that  it 
will  be  considered  in  an  atmosphere 
that  is  calm — that  reason  will  prevail. 
I  will  not  support  legislation  that  will 
fall  into  the  plans  of  the  militants.  I  hope 
that  this  legislation  will  come  to  the  floor 
of  this  House  within  the  next  few  weeks. 
But  I  say  that  I  see  nothing  repressive 
about  the  amendment  that  has  been  of¬ 
fered  today,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
to  close  the  debate. 

(Mr.  BARRETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968  made  many  important  advances  in 
our  efforts  to  provide  good  housing  and 
good  neighborhoods  for  all  of  our  citi¬ 
zens.  There  is  nothing  in  the  17  titles  of 
that  bill,  however,  that  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  the  new  interest  subsidy  pro- 
gi’ams  designed  to  foster  homeownership 
for  families  which  could  not  otherwise 
afford  it  and  a  greatly  expanded  rental 
housing  program.  We  all  know  the  basic 
role  which  homeownership  plays  in  our 
American  way  of  life  by  giving  families 
a  sense  of  pride  and  dignity,  a  sense  of 
responsibility  for  the  community  in 
which  they  live,  and  a  sense  of  partici¬ 
pation.  The  benefits  of  this  aid  for  home- 
ownership  will  go  far  beyond  the  indi¬ 
vidual  families  which  receive  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
positive  approach  which  they  have  dis¬ 
played  on  most  items  in  the  complex 
supplemental  appropriation  request.  At 
the  same  time  I  deeply  regret  that  they 
failed  to  authorize  the  full  $50  million 
request  for  each  of  the  interest  subsidy 
programs.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  other 
body  will  grant  the  full  request  and  hold 
it  in  conference.  Another  reduction 
which  deeply  concerns  me  is  the  com¬ 
plete  elimination  of  the  modest  request 
for  funds  to  enable  HUD  to  carry  out 
its  extensive  responsibilities  under  the 
fair  housing  legislation.  The  $2  million 
requested  in  this  supplemental  is  sorely 
needed  for  responsible  administration  of 
these  duties.  Again  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
other  body  will  include  the  full  amount 
in  its  bill.  In  addition  we  should  all 
stand  behind  the  budget  requests  for  the 


coming  fiscal  year  which  contains  the 
full  authorization  for  Interest  subsidies 
in  the  amoimt  of  $100  million  for  each 
of  the  programs.  In  the  case  of  fair  hous¬ 
ing  funds,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  can  be  persuaded  that  the  original 
budget  proposal  of  $14  million  is  fully 
justified. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  there  is  an  urgent  need 
to  move  ahead  with  housing  legislation 
already  on  the  books.  My  Subcommittee 
on  Housing  recently  concluded  hearings 
on  our  national  housing  goals  and  the 
witnesses  were  unanimous  that  these 
goals  can  be  met  if  our  existing  author¬ 
izations  are  fully  and  promptly  funded. 
I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill  today  so  that  we  can  get  on  with 
the  job  of  providing  a  good  home  and  a 
decent  environment  for  every  American 
family. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Scherle)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SMITH  OF 
IOWA 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa: 
On  page  14,  delete  lines  24  and  25  and  on 
page  15,  delete  lines  1  and  2  and  the  first 
four  words  on  line  3  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of:  “$7,241,000”. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  eliminates  the  permis¬ 
sion  to  begin  a  new  program  of  interest 
subsidies  for  college  construction  in  this 
supplemental  bill.  The  bill  carries  $3.9 
million  for  this  purpose.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  has  stated  that  if  this  permission 
is  approved  it  will  withhold  direct  loans 
from  appropriations  that  have  already 
been  made  for  this  fiscal  year  for  the 
purpose  of  college  construction. 

Under  this  new  program  that  they 
propose  to  fund,  either  colleges,  junior 
colleges  that  are  now  being  built,  and 
universities,  will  sell  bonds,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  pay  the  interest  above  3 
percent.  They  do  not  propose  to  sell  be¬ 
low  face  value  in  order  to  give  an  effec¬ 
tive  yield  at  the  going  rate  of  interest, 
and  the  Government  pay  the  difference 
between  the  return  and  the  face  value, 
but  instead  to  merely  pay  1  year  of  the 
subsidy  now,  and  then  to  go  in  debt  for 
the  rest,  and  pay  it  each  year  over  a 
35 -year  period. 

So  we  see  that  obviously  this  is  a  gim¬ 
mick  to  avoid  the  limitation  in  the  Ex¬ 
penditure  and  Control  Act  of  last  year, 
or  a  gimmick  to  avoid  the  Mahon  amend¬ 
ment  limitation  in  this  very  same  bill. 

This  proposition  will  cost  $140  million, 
but  only  $3.9  million  shows  up  in  the 
budget,  and  we  go  into  debt  for  the  rest. 
This  is  only  part  of  an  overall  plan  that 
has  been  explained  to  us.  In  flscal  year 
1970,  they  propose  to  spend  $7  million 
under  the  interest  subsidy  programs  and 
to  substitute  that  completely  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  direct  loans  and  grants  to  4-year 
colleges.  In  other  words,  there  will  be  no 
direct  grants  and  no  direct  loans  for 
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undergraduate  and  gradute  schools  if  we 
approve  this  approach. 

Now  in  the  two  bills — $3.9  million  plus 
$7  million  plus  a  second  year  payment  of 
$3.9  million  is  all  that  shows  up. 

The  cost  of  the  Government  is  $440 
million.  But  all  that  shows  up  in  the 
budget  is  about  $15  million  and  we  will 
pay  the  rest  over  a  period  of  35  years. 

This  is  deficit  financing  and  backdoor 
financing  and  defeats  the  limitations  in 
the  Bow  and  Mahon  amendments  and  in 
addition  to  that  it  makes  the  time  that 
we  spent  on  debt  limitation  bills  a  waste 
of  time. 

To  make  it  more  palatable,  now  they 
call  this,  “relying  more  on  the  public 
sector.”  But  a  rose  by  some  name  is  still 
a  rose.  No  matter  what  they  call  it.  It  is 
nothing  but  deficit  financing. 

I  would  not  mind  so  much  if  we  did 
not  himt  junior  colleges  and  colleges  and 
universities  at  the  same  time. 

I  was  on  this  subcommittee  chaired 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  (Mrs. 
(jreen)  when  we  developed  the  legisla¬ 
tion  that  Anally  became  this  Higher  Fa¬ 
cilities  Act.  I  thought  we  were  trying  to 
help  the  colleges,  but  now  this  is  to  be 
turned  into  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  invest¬ 
ment  bankers  and  it  is  not  going  to  give 
the  aid  needed  to  the  colleges. 

The  colleges  face  about  a  50  percent 
or  more  increased  enrollment  in  the  next 
7  or  8  years.  They  have  already  engaged 
in  seUing  as  many  bonds  as  they  feel 
they  can  market  with  the  full  interest 
rate.  In  addition  to  that,  they  need  to 
get  some  grants  and  some  direct  loans 
to  supplement  what  they  can  raise 
through  contributions. 

I  think  it  is  an  involved  subject  and  if 
we  are  going  to  substitute  completely 
an  interest  subsidy  program  for  the  good 
college  grant  and  direct  loan  programs, 
it  should  not  be  in  a  supplemental  and 
it  should  be  fully  discussed  here. 

If  we  do  not  carry  this  amendment, 
then  these  debt  limit  bills,  limitations 
on  expenditures  and  the  Expenditure 
Control  Act,  and  the  Nixon  budget,  which 
claimed  a  $4  billion  reduction,  all  are 
as  phony  as  a  $3  bill. 

If  my  amendment  does  not  pass,  the 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  will  be 
more,  most  of  the  cost  will  be  hidden  and 
colleges  will  be  in  worse  financial  con¬ 
dition. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  PTOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  it  pains  me  that  I  must  oppose  my 
colleague  on  my  subcommittee  who  is 
generally  my  strong  right  arm. 

The  facts  are  these.  Congress  author¬ 
ized  this  method  of  financing  in  Public 
Law  90-575,  approved  just  last  October 
16;  so  Congress  is  on  record  as  being  for 
it.  The  exact  number  of  dollars  and  ap¬ 
propriation  language  that  is  in  the  bill 
was  requested  of  the  Congress  by  the 
Johnson  administration;  so  the  Johnson 
administration  was  for  it.  It  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  present  Nixon  administra¬ 
tion;  so  they  are  for  it.  Of  comse,  it 
would  not  be  in  the  bill  if  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  were  not  for  it. 

Thus,  under  no  circumstances  will  the 
appropriation  circumvent  the  Mahon 
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and  Bow  expenditure  limitation  proposal 
which  applies  to  the  1970  budget. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
force  and  effect  of  this  amendment 
would  be  to  return  to  Treasury  bor¬ 
rowing? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  correct. 

^r.  JONAS.  And  that  it  would  require 
the  Treasury  to  go  out  into  the  market 
and  bon-ow  $145  million  for  a  program 
which  we  can  handle  in  the  way  the 
committee  proposes  to  handle  it. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  The  only  thing  wrong 
with  that  statement  is  that  I  did  not 
think  of  it.  That  is  absolutely  con-ect. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith)  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 

Office  Of  the  Speaker:  From  and  after 
March  1,  1969,  the  basic  annual  lump-sum 
ceUing  allowance  applicable  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  is  hereby  increased  by  $2,230. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  NATCHER 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Natcher:  On 
page  16,  strike  out  line  16  through  19, 
inclusive. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
line  item  is  no  longer  necessary.  The 
amendment  meets  with  the  approval  of 
the  Speaker. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
ask  why  this  item  is  being  stricken. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  When  the 
committee  met,  we  were  requested  by  the 
Speaker  to  increase  the  basic  lump-sum 
ceiling  allowance  for  his  office.  Since  that 
time  the  Speaker  has  lost  his  most  val¬ 
uable  “right  arm,”  his  former  admin¬ 
istrative  assistant,  and  has  now  pro¬ 
moted  his  legislative  assistant  to  that 
position.  The  situation  has  changed  and 
there  is  now  no  occasion  for  the  item. 
I  believe  the  gentleman  would  agree. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  agree  and  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman’s  explanation. 

Now  that  we  are  on  the  subject  of  a 
pay  increase,  and  since  there  are  salary 
increases  on  almost  evei*y  page  of  this 
bill,  and  it  is  hard  to  pull  together  in 
any  one  place  Information  with  respect 
to  them,  let  me  ask  the  gentleman  this 
question:  Where  are  the  funds  for  the 
pay  increases  for  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  went  into  effect  recently? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Page  23, 
in  another  section  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Page  23,  line  12. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Pag^  23,  line  12;  and  this  • 
is  for  what  period  of  time  for  Members 
of  the  Congress? 


Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  To  the 
end  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  that  is,  to 
midnight  of  June  30,  1969. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Are  there  any  fimds  in 
this  bill,  is  there  any  forward  funding  in 
the  bill  providing  pay  increases  for  the 
leadership  of  the  House  and  the  other 
body?  Are  there  any  fimds  in  this  bill  at 
all  for  the  possible  funding  of  the  in¬ 
crease  contained  in  the  bill  that  passed 
the  House  and  then  was  shelved  in  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  I  again 
refer  the  gentleman  to  the  figure  on  line 
12,  page  23,  for  the  same  period  of  time, 
for  the  rest  of  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  GROSS.  For  forward  funding  of 
the  legislation  that  was  passed  by  the 
House  and  that  is  now  gathering  dust 
over  in  the  Senate?  Surely  there  is  no 
funding  for  the  leaders’  pay  increase 
which  has  not  been  authorized. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Yes,  it  is 
in  there. 

Mr.  GROSS.  In  the  bill  we  are  con¬ 
sidering? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  are  putting  up  the 
money  without  an  authorization? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  We  held 
these  hearings  over  2  months  ago,  and 
inserted  the  funds  to  carry  out  the  bill 
which  had  passed  the  House  at  the  time. 
I  should  add,  of  course,  that  the  funds 
cannot  be  paid  unless  the  House  bill 
passes  the  Senate  and  becomes  law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  much  other  money 
is  there  in  this  bill  on  the  basis  of  for¬ 
ward  funding  for  items  that  have  never 
been  authorized  by  the  Congress? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Referring 
to  the  bill  in  question,  one-third  of  the 
annual  amount  involved.  The  actual 
amount  would  be  $19,835. 

Mr.  GROSS.  One-third  of  the  annual 
amount  involved? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  For  these 
particular  jobs. 

Mr.  GROSS.  For  these  particular  jobs? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  funds  cannot  be  ex¬ 
pended  unless  they  are  authorized.  There 
is  some  money  here  in  anticipation  of 
authorization.  That  money  remains  in 
the  bill,  but  as  final  action  has  not  been 
taken  on  the  legislative  authorization,  it 
is  still  alive  as  an  issue,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  be  gained  by  striking  this 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then  this  is  not  even  a 
supplemental  appropriation  bill?  Is  this 
the  procedure  of  the  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  to  put  in  the  supple¬ 
mental  bills  funds  for  items  that  are  not 
even  authorized  by  Congress? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chainnan,  we  have  not  had  a  situation 
like  this  since  I  have  been  on  the  com¬ 
mittee.  This  is  the  last  supplemental  bill 
for  the  current  year  and  the  last  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  committee  to  fund  these 
increased  salaries — if  the  bill  becomes 
law.  The  funds  are  in  here  on  that  con¬ 
tingency. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  leader’s  pay  in¬ 


crease  becomes  law,  there  would  be  every 
opportunity  to  bring  a  bill  to  the  House 
floor. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  I  hope 
this  will  be  the  last  supplemental  bill  for 
this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  mean 
it  could  not  put  it  in  a  regular  appropri¬ 
ation  bill? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  We  will 
not  have  another  one  affecting  this  par¬ 
ticular  subject. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  we  not  have  a  house¬ 
keeping  bill  before  this  session  is  over? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

(By  mianimous  consent,  Mr.  Gross 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  we  will  not  have  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  legislative  establishment 
for  the  remainder  of  this  fiscal  year.  I 
doubt  if  we  will  get  the  regular  legisla¬ 
tive  bill  for  fiscal  year  1970  on  the  floor 
before  the  1st  of  July. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  is  a  most  unusual 
procedure,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  this  is  the  first  time  we 
have  had  a  situation  like  this  since  I 
have  been  on  the  committee.  The  money 
cannot  be  spent,  and  will  revert  to  the 
Treasury  if  the  bill  now  pending  before 
the  other  body  does  not  become  law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  it  is  not  acted  upon 
by  July  1. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  That  is 
con-ect.  ’The  extra  funds  can  only  be  used 
if  the  bill  pending  in  the  other  body  be¬ 
comes  law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then  what  is  the  gentle¬ 
man  going  to  do  if  the  bill  subsequently 
is  passed? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  We  will 
not  have  anything  to  act  on. 

Mr.  GROSS.  After  July  1,  if  the  bill 
subsequently  is  passed  by  the  other  body, 
then  what  will  the  gentleman  do  in  order 
to  get  the  money  for  the  leadership? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  We  are 
meeting  that  contingency,  making  pro¬ 
vision  for  that  contingency  in  this  bill. 
I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  this  is  the 
last  opportunity  this  fiscal  year  that  we 
will  have  to  fund  the  increased  salaries 
if  the  bill  becomes  law  and  the  salaries 
are  increased.  If  the  bill  does  not  become 
law,  then  the  money  will  not  be  spent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 
ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Administer¬ 
ing  the  public  debt”,  $1,978,000;  (and  release 
of  $334,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) . 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  necessary  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  about 
the  increase  of  nearly  $2  million — ap¬ 
parently  it  becomes  more  than  $2  mil- 
hon  if  we  take  into  account  the  release 
of  other  fimds — for  the  Bureau  of 
Public  E)ebt.  Why  would  there  be  a  sup¬ 
plemental  in  this  regard? 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  STEED.  In  this  item  of  operation 
in  the  Government  there  are  certain  fees 
they  have  to  pay  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
Banks  and  to  the  commercial  banks 
throughout  the  country  for  services  ren¬ 
dered  in  the  cashing  of  bonds  and  other 
transactions.  The  major  part  of  this 
item  here  is  what  is  needed  to  finish  pay¬ 
ing  the  claims  they  will  have  for  the 
remainder  of  this  fiscal  year.  The  volume 
of  this  sort  of  business  is  turning  out  to 
be  considerably  more  than  the  original 
estimates  over  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  the  debt  is  going  up? 
Is  that  what  the. gentleman  is  saying  and 
increasing  the  business  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Public  Debt? 

Mr.  STEED.  Some  of  this  item  could 
be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  the  debt 
has  gone  up.  Most  of  it  is  in  the  item 
of  reimbursement  we  make  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Banks  and  to  the  com¬ 
mercial  banks  for  various  services  they 
perform  for  the  Treasury  Department. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  that  deals  with  the 
Federal  debt.  What  is  the  total  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  operation  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Public  Debt?  What  is  the  annual 
cost  this  one  agency  of  the  Government 
to  administer  what  it  does  with  respect 
to  the  Federal  debt? 

Mr.  STEED.  I  think,  with  the  approval 
of  the  supplemental,  it  will  bring  the  total 
cost  for  this  item  for  this  year  to  $58 
million. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Between  $58  million  and 
$60  million,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  STEED.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  seems  to  me  the  $3  mil¬ 
lion  which  was  just  approved  for  cul¬ 
ture  could  very  well  have  been  used  to 
take  care  of  the  running  expenses  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt.  The  public 
debt  now  is  around  $370  billion.  Is  the 
Interest  alone  on  the  debt  about  $16  bil¬ 
lion  a  year?  What  is  the  latest  figure? 

Mr.  STEED.  The  interest  on  the  pubic 
debt  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $17.3  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  $17.3  billion.  It  is  going 
up  fast.  So  is  the  cost  of  administering 
it.  I  can  remember  when  that  cost  was 
down  to  around  $20  million.  Does  the 
gentleman-remember  that? 

Mr.  STEED.  It  has  gone  up  $300  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  estimate  since  last  January. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
HotrsE  OP  Bepeesentatives 

COMPENSATION  OP  MEMBERS 

Compensation  of  Members,  $1,975,000; 

SALARIES,  OPPICERS,  AND  EMPLOYEES 

“Oflace  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015; 

POINT  OP  ORDER 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  a 
point  of  order  against  the  language  on 
page  23,  lines  12,  13,  and  14,  on  the 
ground  that,  as  admitted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  this  contains  moneys  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  that  have  not  been  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in¬ 
quire:  Does  the  gentleman’s  point  of 
order  refer  to  lines  12,  13,  and  14? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Lines  11,  12,  13,  and  14. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  desire  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  I  believe,  does  not  seek  to  reduce 
funds  for  the  Office  of  the  Speaker,  as 
shown  on  line  14.  The  gentleman  is,  I 
believe,  only  referring  to  the  pay  in¬ 
crease  for  the  Speaker  and  other  Mem¬ 
bers — the  item  on  line  12. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Very  frankly,  I  do  not 
know  which  one  of  these  line  items  con¬ 
tains  all  the  funds,  so  I  am  just  trying 
to  take  as  much  as  I  can  to  be  sure  I  get 
the  funds  covered.  If  the  gentleman  will 
tell  me  what  line  they  are  in  I  will  amend 
my  point  of  order,  with  the  permission  of 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  funds  which  have 
not  been  authorized  are  included  in 
line  12,  in  the  $1,975,000  figure. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Those  are  the  only  funds 
that  have  not  been  authorized? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes ;  that  is  the  figure  in¬ 
volved.  A  small  portion  of  that  has  not 
been  authorized. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  yield  for  a  clarifying  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Chair?  As  the 
Chair  reads  this  language  it_says,  “for 
increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  law.”  If  the  Chair  understands 
language,  this  refers  to  a  cost  already 
authorized  by  and  pursuant  to  law  that  is 
now  in  existence.  Is  that  true? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  Chair  is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

Mr.  GROSS.  May  I  be  heard,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  committee  admits 
there  are  funds  contained  in  line  12  that 
are  not  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  $19,835  included  in 
line  12  has  not  been  authorized.  That  is 
correct 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  mean  the  $1,975,000? 

Mr.  MAHON.  No;  $19,835  has  not  been 
authorized.  But  it  cannot  be  paid  unless 
it  is  authorized.  Otherwise,  it  would  re¬ 
vert  imused  to  the  Treasury. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  again  is 
confused.  The  Chair  sees  no  reference 
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to  a  figure  of  $19,835  in  the  bill  or  in 
the  language  referred  to  here. 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  is  part  of  the  figure 
of  $1,975,000. 

liie  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  state  to  the  Chair  that  of 
the  amoimt  of  $1,975,000  there  is  $19,835 
that  is  not  authorized? 

Mr.  MAHON.  $19,835. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  still  in 
a  quandary  because  the  language  in  line 
7  says,  “for  increased  pay  costs  author¬ 
ized  by  or  pursuant  to  law.” 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  com¬ 
pensation  due  by  law  to  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  authorized.  If  it  is  not  authorized, 
it  cannot  be  paid. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAHON.  And  this  is  for  compen¬ 
sation  for  Members.  Unless  you  go  be¬ 
hind  these  figures  it  is  clear  that  the 
whole  sum  would  be  authorized.  What 
other  siun  Congress  wishes  to  authorize 
can  be  authorized.  It  could  be  consider¬ 
ably  above  the  $1,975,000  because  it  is 
for  the  compensation  of  Members.  If  the 
figure  is  too  high  or  in  error,  it  is  still 
authorized  by  law,  because  there  is  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  payment  of  Members. 
Therefore,  I  have  some  doubt  that  the 
point  of  order  lies  against  this.  But  the 
debate  has  disclosed  the  facts. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  con¬ 
strained  to  hold  that  the  gentleman’s 
point  of  order  is  not  well  taken,  because 
the  money  amoimt  in  line  12  cannot  be 
used  for  any  other  purpose  than  in¬ 
creased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  law.  Therefore,  the  gentleman’s 
point  of  order  is  overruled. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  was  the  pmpose  of 
the  bill  which  passed  the  House  and  is 
now  in  the  hands  of  the  Senate  with  no 
action  taken  upon  it  in  that  body?'  That 
was  the  authorization  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair,  of  course, 
does  not  have  that  language  before  him 
and  cannot  answer  the  gentleman’s 
question. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MB.  HALL 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hall:  On  page 
23,  line  12,  strike  “$1,975,000”  and  Insert 
“$1,068,789”. 

(Mr.  HALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  is  very  simple. 
This  amendment  simply  deducts  $906,- 
211,  which  is  the  amount  of  pay  increase 
for  ourselves  in  this  body  and  on  which 
we  did  not  vote  at  any  time.  It  does  not 
apply  to  the  2  months  which  have  al¬ 
ready  been  paid. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
would  deduct  that  amount  of  this  ap- 
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propriation  for  our  pay  increase,  only 
for  the  months  of  May  and  Jime.  As¬ 
suming  there  is  no  forward  funding  in 
this  portion  of  the  $1,975,000  that  per¬ 
tains  to  the  pay  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  by  taking  one- 
sixth  of  $12,500,  times  the  munber  of 
Members  in  this  House,  one  arrives  at 
this  figure.  Deducting  it  from  the 
$1,975,000,  we  have  the  remainder  of 
$1,068,789.  It  does  not  affect  the  pay  of 
the  judiciary  or  the  executive  branches. 

The  entire  purpose  of  this  amendment 
is  clear  cut.  It  is  to  avoid  any  more  of 
the  “sky  being  the  limit”  philosophy  of 
raising  our  own  pay.  It  is  to  get  back 
in  the  groove  and  on  the  right  track 
with  the  general  belt  tightening,  the  gen¬ 
eral  economy  and  cuts  that  we  are  asking 
other  branches,  departments  and  people 
to  make.  It  is  starting  at  the  epitomy 
and  establishing  a  top  in  priority,  where 
economy  should  begin  and  that  is  with 
ourselves.  It  is  an  attempt  to  rescind,  in 
the  hope  that  we  can  continue  to  recti¬ 
fy,  when  the  next  appropriation  act  af¬ 
fecting  legislation  of  the  pay  of  the 
Members  themselves  in  fiscal  year  1970 
occurs,  instead  of  the  “Valentine’s  mas¬ 
sacre”  which  I  referred  to  on  the  floor 
of  this  House  once  before,  as  a  massacre 
of  the  taxpayers  when  it  was  known 
that  this  pay  raise  which  was  brought 
on  by  this  Commission  would  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  February  11,  1969.  It  did  not. 
It  became  effective  March  1,  1969.  We 
have  been  paid  for  that  and  for  the 
month  of  April,  and  this  amendment 
calls  for  no  retroactivity  or  payback  of 
the  Members. 

This  would  simply  deduct  that  amount 
which  will  be  paid  for  in  May  and  June, 
the  balance  of  this  fiscal  year  1969. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  future  good 
judgment  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  preclude  further  payment  in  fiscal 
year  1970.  It  is  that  simple. 

I  urge  support  from  those  of  you  who 
have  received  many  letters  demeaning 
you  for  allowing  a  pay  increase  to  go 
through  without  asserting  or  working  the 
will  of  the  House  and  voting  ourselves  in 
this  matter. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  that  my  friend  from  Missouri  has 
offered  this  amendment.  We  have  long 
been  joined  in  the  fight  against  the  un¬ 
conscionable  pay  increase  for  Members 
of  Congress,  the  judiciary,  and  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  Government. 

It  is  most  unfortunate  that  under  the 
law  it  is  impossible  to  get  at  the  pay  in¬ 
creases  for  others,  some  of  whose  pay- 
checks  were  increased  by  an  outrageous 
70  percent. 

Here  is  the  opportunity  by  supporting 
the  amendment  to  rectify  part  of  the 
mistake-that  was  made  when  the  pay  in¬ 
crease  bill  was  slipped  through  the  back¬ 
door  of  the  House  while  the  Members 
were  conveniently  on  vacation  last  Feb¬ 
ruary. 

And  the  Members  of  the  House  should 
be  on  notice,  that  unless  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  is 
adopted,  a  vote  for  this  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  will  be  a  vote  for  the  first 
time  by  the  Members  of  the  House  to 
give  themselves  an  imconsclonable  41- 
percent  Increase. 


Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
a  variety  of  views  in  the  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  pay  raise  which  was  made 
effective  for  members  of  the  judicial  and 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 
Government.  Some  of  us  thought  that  a 
pay  raise,  while  clearly  justifiable  in  some 
respects  was  not  timely  at  the  moment  it 
was  put  into  effect  and  that  the  amount 
of  the  raise  was  too  great. 

I  was  among  the  group  opposing  the 
pay  raise,  but  the  pay  raise  has  been 
enacted  into  law,  and  it  is  the  law  of  the 
land.  It  has  been  in  effect  since  March  1. 

If  this  law  is  to  be  changed,  then  it  is 
a  matter  for  the  appropriate  committee 
of  the  Congress  to  consider,  and  it  would 
be  very  inappropriate  through  this  pro¬ 
cedure  to  undertake  to  nullify  the  law 
with  regard  to  one  of  the  branches  of  the 
Government  involving  the  pay  raise. 

So,  regardless  of  one’s  original  views  as 
to  the  wisdom  of  the  pay  raise,  to  me  it 
is  clearly  out  of  order  at  this  time  to  un¬ 
dertake  on  an  appropriation  bill  to  revise 
or  to  modify  the  law  with  respect  to  the 
pay  raise.  The  proper  procedure  would  be 
through  a  legislative  bill  covering  the 
entire  Government  and  worked  out  by 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  and  presented  to  the  House. 

There  was  not  a  direct  vote  on  the  pay 
raise  legislation  this  year.  There  was  a 
rollcall  vote  in  1967  when  the  Commis¬ 
sion  was  authorized  to  set  up  a  pay  raise 
scale  for  officials  of  the  Government.  I 
was  among  those  who  voted  against  that 
proposal  but  it  became  the  law. 

As  I  stated,  there  was  no  direct  vote 
on  the  pay  raise  issue  this  year  but  there 
was  a  rollcall  vote  in  regard  to  the  issue. 
Prior  to  the  Lincoln  Day  recess  it  was 
proposed  that  the  House  not  recess  with¬ 
out  taking  a  vote  on  the  issue  of  the  pay 
raise.  I  was  among  those  voting  not  to 
adjourn  for  the  recess  because  adjourn¬ 
ment  would  have  precluded  any  chance 
for  a  vote  on  the  issue.  I  voted  not  to 
adjourn  without  taking  action  on  the 
pay  raise  issue  but  a  majority  vote  was 
to  the  contrary.  ’This  vote  related  to  the 
issue  but  was,  of  course,  not  a  direct  vote 
on  the  issue.  'The  debate  in  the  House  on 
February  5  just  prior  to  the  vote  on  ad¬ 
journment  made  clear  that  the  pay  raise 
was  the  issue. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  if  it  is  not 
true  that,  if  this  amendment  were 
adopted,  the  entire  pay  raise  and  all 
parts  thereof  would  be  nullified. 

Mr.  MAHON,  Yes,  it  would  cover  the 
entire  pay  raise,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  Members  could  not 
get  any  portion  of  the  pay  raise. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes;  as  I  understand  it, 
it  would  eliminate  all  the  pay  raises  for 
the  members  of  the  legislative  branch, 
but  not  other  branches  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 


Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  fully  share  the  views  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  in  urging  that  the 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  close, 
and  I  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ’The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Hall). 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Hall  and 
Mr.  Mahon. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  49,  noes 
165. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  proceeded  to  read  the  bill. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  remainder  of  title 
III  of  the  bill  deals  in  various  pay  raises 
for  the  various  agencies  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  funds  to  meet  those  pay  raises  as 
provided  by  law,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  remainder  of  title  III  be 
considered  as  read;  in  other  words,  that 
the  bill  be  considered  as  read  up  to  line 
5,  page  61,  which  is  the  end  of  title  HI, 
and  that  the  bill  be  open  for  amendment 
up  to  that  point. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  did  the  gentleman  say  page  61? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Up  to  line  5,  page  61, 
which  would  be  the  end  of  these  various 
parts  relating  to  various  portions  of  the 
Government — the  end  of  title  IH  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Amendments  would  be  in 
order? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Amendments  would  be  in 
order  to  that  section. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  the  gentleman, 
under  my  reservation,  one  question:  Does 
the  gentleman  have  any  idea  of  the 
amount  of  salary  increases  carried  in  this 
$4  billion  supplemental  appropriation 
biU? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Does  the  gentleman  mean 
the  pay  raises  to  all  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment? 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  total  contained  in  the 
biU. 

Mr.  MAHON.  That  total  is  contained  in 
the  chapter  of  the  report  entitled  “In¬ 
creased  Pay  Costs,”  that  can  be  found  on 
page  73  of  the  report.  The  total  amount 
shown  is  approximately  $1.3  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  $1.3  billion? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Out  of  a  $3.8  billion 
appropriation? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes;  $1.2  billion  plus  is 
in  title  I  for  the  Defense  Department  for 
the  war  in  Vietnam;  title  IH  relates  to 
pay  raise  money  for  the  various  agencies 
and  departments  of  the  Govenunent. 
There  are  some  pay  costs  in  title  H.  The 
pay  raises  were  brought  about  by  actions 
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of  the  last  Congress,  as  the  report  ex¬ 
plains  on  page  73. 

Pay  funds  in  titles  II  and  in — which 
are  recapitulated  on  page  73  of  the  re¬ 
port — total  just  under  $1.3  billion. 

Title  n,  of  course,  contains  a  num¬ 
ber  of  supplementals  not  related  to  pay 
costs. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  May  I  ask  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  if,  in  that  portion  which  the 
Clerk  has  just  read  prior  to  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request,  there  is,  to  his 
knowledge,  any  more  forward  funding  of 
the  pay  increase  of  the  employees  of  the 
House?  Those  that  I  will  speak  of  as  the 
“employees”  of  the  House? 

Mr.  MAHON.  So  far  as  I  know,  there  is 
none  whatever. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  bill  is  consid¬ 
ered  as  read  to  line  5,  page  61.  Amend¬ 
ments  are  in  order.  Are  there  any 
amendments? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

A  moment  ago,  when  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Udall)  ,  came  down  to  the  well  and  took 
30  seconds  of  his  5  minutes,  I  had  hoped 
to  catch  his  attention  because  I  wanted 
to  tell  him  that,  despite  the  fact  that  I 
had  labored  long  and  hard  on  a  state¬ 
ment  in  support  of  a  pay  cut  for  this 
body,  and  despite  the  fact  that  I  am 
aware  that  the  gentleman  from  Arizona, 
himself,  put  in  a  lot  of  time  this  after¬ 
noon  preparing  an  appropriate  attack 
upon  my  amendment,  nevertheless,  I  wit¬ 
nessed  with  tears  in  my  eyes  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  sentiment  of  the  House  on  the 
pay-cut  amendment  offered  by  my  friend 
from  Missouri,  and  I  want  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona  and  the  rest  of  the 
Members  of  this  body  to  know  that  I  ac¬ 
cept  the  decision  as  final. 

Accordingly,  I  will  not  offer  my 
amendment. 

My  amendment  in  effect  would  have 
placed  a  temporary  ceiling  of  $36,250  on 
congressional  salaries.  This  would  reduce 
by  one-half  the  recent  pay  increase.^ 

This  was  not  an  appealing  amendment 
for  me  to  consider  offering  nor  for  Mem¬ 
bers  to  contemplate  voting  upon.  No  one 
will  contemplate  a  cut  in  his  pay  with 
enthusiasm.  Most  of  us  believe — justifi¬ 
ably  I  hope — that  we  are  worth  every 
penny  of  $42,500.  The  expenses  of  run¬ 
ning  a  congressional  office  are  enormous 
and  often  outstrip  our  allowance.  And  on 
top  of  it  all,  I  can  tell  you  that  the  Find¬ 
ley  family  has  encountered  no  difficulty 
spending  all  of  my  paycheck.  With  this 
in  mind,  I  recognize  that  acceptance  of 
my  amendment  would  have  been  truly 
extraordinary — an  unprecedented  event. 

Unprecedented  is  also  the  right  word 
to  describe  the  factors  which  motivated 
me  to  draft  the  amendment. 


Inflation  is  the  most  serious  domestic 
problem  confronting  us  today.  In  March 
of  this  year,  the  increase  in  the  cost  of 
living  was  the  largest  since  February 
1951.  Consumer  prices  have  risen  more 
in  the  first  quarter  of  this  year  than  at 
any  time  since  1956.  Unless  we  bring  this 
under  control  quickly,  we  are  in  serious 
trouble. 

Fiscal  restraint  is  a  necessity,  and 
nothing  would  be  more  helpful  than  for 
Congress  itself  to  show  some  restraint. 
The  bill  before  us  now  which  includes 
money  for  the  salary  increase  quite  prop¬ 
erly  includes  what  is  described  as  a 
“rigid”  limitation  on  total  federal  ex¬ 
penditures.  Because  of  budget  pressures, 
many  needed  federal  programs  are  being 
cut  back  or  eliminated,  and  the  surtax 
undoubtedly  will  be  extended.  The  out¬ 
look  for  an  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  is  unclear  to  say  the  least. 

In  light  of  these  factors,  the  41-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  congressional  pay  was 
poorly  timed,  to  say  the  least,  and  the 
outrage  which  taxpayers  have  voiced  is 
completely  imderstandable.  If  the  in¬ 
crease  had  been  staged  over  2  or  3  years, 
it  would  have  been  more  acceptable. 

In  this  period  of  deep  fiscal  crisis, 
when  an  emergency  surtax  is  required. 
Congress  should  attempt  to  set  an  exam¬ 
ple  for  the  rest  of  the  coimtry. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HALL 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hall:  On  page 
61,  after  line  4  insert  the  following: 

“general  provisions 

“The  Commission  on  Executive,  Judicial, 
and  Legislative  Salaries  established  under 
Public  Law  90-206  is  hereby  abolished.  The 
salary  increases  recommended  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  as  a  result  of  the  actions  of  said  Com¬ 
mission  are  hereby  rescinded.” 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
points  of  order  on  the  amendment  on  the 
ground  that  it  appears  to  be  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  reserves  points  of  order  on  the 
amendment. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  reserving 
points  of  order  in  order  that  I  may  speak 
to  this  amendment. 

Again  this  is  a  straightforward  open- 
faced  amendment.  I  do  not  accept  the 
fact  that  our  action  here  today  on  my 
prior  amendment  decision  is  final,  es¬ 
pecially  without  the  Members  of  this 
House  of  Representatives  ever  having 
voted  on  their  own  pay  increase.  It  is 
true  that  they  did  vote  on  the  Commis¬ 
sion  as  established  for  executive,  judicial, 
and  legislative  salaries,  back  in  1967. 

Up  to  this  time,  I  have  tried  to  be  care¬ 
ful  and  be  within  the  dictates  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution.  Members  will  note  that  the  last 
amendment  involved  no  one — those  stat¬ 
ing  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding — 
except  we  who  are  in  the  legislative 
branch  and  indeed  we  in  this  House  of 
Representatives. 

Now,  of  course,  under  the  restrictions 
or  rescindments  or  actions  under  rule 
XXI  and  the  “Holman  rule,”  we  can,  in 
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In  an  appropriation  bill,  take  action  by 
the  act  of  the  House  to  eliminate  any¬ 
thing  that  costs  additional  expense  from 
the  General  Treasury  and  that  has  been 
acted  on  previously. 

I  think  that  the  amendment  is  in  or¬ 
der.  Certainly  it  is  germane.  Certainly 
it  is  a  retrenchment  on  its  face. 

Very  simply,  this  amendment  would 
eliminate  the  Commission  that  has  poor 
backing,  poor  strategy,  and  has  been 
demonstrated  to  have  poor  timing,  in 
that  it  has  recommended  without  any 
vote  of  the  Members  and  with  them  able 
to  evade — as  indeed  we  did  in  January 
and  February — confrontation  with  a 
vote  on  our  constitutional  requirement  to 
raise  our  own  pay,  which  is  just  as  much 
a  requirement  as  it  is  for  us  to  raise  and 
support  the  armed  services. 

I  do  not  believe  we  ever  should  have 
delegated  this  to  the  responsibility  of  the 
executive  branch.  I  think  it  is  time  that 
we  had  an  amendment  to  abolish  the 
Pay  Commission,  which  does  retrench 
expenditures  by  the  reduction  of  the 
salaries  of  the  officers  of  the  United 
States  and,  therefore,  falls  imder  the 
“Holman  rule.”  This  rule  allows  us  to 
legislate  in  an  appropriation  bill — and 
there  are  resplendent  examples,  and 
many  areas  in  which  we  can  prove  that 
it  has  been  accepted  in  the  past,  and 
they  can  be  quoted  both  from  Cahnon’s 
Procedures  and  from  our  own  manual. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  all 
of  us  knew  what  the  salaries  were  when 
we  ran  for  office.  Few  of  us  have  found 
that  there  was  a  sparsity  of  those  who 
were  ready  to  nm  against  us  at  the  same 
income  rate.  Many  of  us  serve  In  the 
interest  of  representative  government 
and  the  Republic  as  a  duty,  and  at  a 
financial  sacrifice. 

Finally,  I  think  we  should  have  stood 
and  been  counted  on  our  bill  setting  up 
this  spurious  Commission  and  I  am  giv¬ 
ing  one  additional  chance  for  everyone  to 
vote  in  support  of  abolishing  it.  Its  being 
delegates  our  authority  as  legislators,  our 
constitutional  rights,  and  indeed  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  to  the  executive  branch 
evei-y  4  years  to  designate  what  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  the  executive  and  the  judicial 
and  the  legislative  branch  will  be. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  complete  sym¬ 
pathy  with  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri,  but  I  ad¬ 
vise  the  gentleman  that  under  article  III 
of  the  Constitution  it  says  the  pay  of 
judges  shall  not  be  diminished  during 
their  continuance  in  office,  and  I  wonder 
how  a  rescission  of  pay  increase  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
would  apply  to  the  salary  of  the  judges. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was  in 
the  amendment  that  was  defeated  on 
the  vote  a  while  ago.  The  intent  here  is 
to  abolish  the  Commission. 

It  would  abolish  the  Commission  which 
would  in  the  future  bring  forth  recom¬ 
mendations  every  4  years,  and  they 
would  go  into  effect  unless  one  or  the 
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other  body  of  Congress  took  action 
against  them  within  60  days,  having  been 
revised  down  from  the  90  days  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  original  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  apologize  for  having  misimder- 
stood  the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  as  read  abol- 
'  ished  the  Commission  and  abolished  the 
pay  raise  the  Commission  ordered? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  would  be  glad  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  reread.  It  simply  intends  to  abolish 
the  Commission. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  again  I 
wish  to  commend  my  colleague  from  Mis- 
somi  for  offering  this  amendment  which 
would  repeal  the  authority  of  a  Presi- 
dentially  appointed  and  Presidentially 
annointed  commission  to  recommend  the 
salaries  of  Members  of  Congress. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  unholy  delega¬ 
tions  of  power  and  authority  ever  made 
by  Congress.  To  give  a  commission — any 
commission — and  the  President — any 
President — the  power  to  recommend  the 
pay  of  Congress  is  imthlnkable. 

No  Member  of  the  House  or  Senate 
should  want  to  be  in  any  way  a  pawn  of 
any  President  and  this  amendment  seeks 
to  restore  the  independence  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch — independence  which  was 
supinely  delegated  in  the  1967  pay  act. 

The  time  to  correct  that  mistake  is 
here  and  now. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
supplemental  appropriation  bill.  I  renew 
my  point  of  order  on  two  grounds:  First, 
the  proposal  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill;  and,  second,  it  is  not  germane  to 
the  supplemental  appropriation  biU. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Holifield)  .  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

The  Chair  has  examined  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  precedents,  and  would  call 
attention  of  the  House  to  Cannon’s 
Precedents,  volume  8,  page  480,  section 
2914,  which  reads  as  follows:  “to  a  sec¬ 
tion  proposing  legislation  for  the  current 
year  an  amendment  rendering  such  leg¬ 
islation  permanent  was  held  not  to  be 
germane.” 

Then,  in  section  2915:  “to  a  provision 
in  an  appropriation  bill  proposing  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  fiscal  year  provided  for 
by  the  bill  an  amendment  proposing  to 
make  the  provision  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion  was  held  not  to  be  germane.” 

The  Chair  therefore  rules  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  is  not  germane  and  there¬ 
fore  not  in  order;  and  the  Chair  sus¬ 
tains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

I  wish  to  apologize  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Hays)  because  on  re¬ 
reading  the  tsoJed  amendment — a  copy 
of  which  I  supplied  him — I  observe  the 
last  sentence  does  include  therein — and 
this  apology  also  would  go  to  the  gentle¬ 


man  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Hutchinson)  — 
the  elimination  of  the  actions  taken  by 
the  Commission  which  I  sought  to  elim¬ 
inate.  I  offer  my  apology.  I  made  a  mis¬ 
statement  of  fact,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Record  be  corrected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Record  will  be  corrected. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  assuming  that  the  portion  of  the 
bin  beginning  on  line  5,  page  61,  has  not 
been  read? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  ask  that  the  Clerk  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAH  1970 
BUDGET  OUTLAYS 

Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
(budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Government 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 
shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000:  Provided, 
That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  re¬ 
port  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  his 
estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or  in¬ 
action  on  expenditures  and  net  lending,  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  cor¬ 
respondingly  adjusted. 

(b)  The  Director  of  the  Biu-eau  of  the 
Budget  shall  repiort  periodically  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation 
of  this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act; 
subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the  end 
of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the 
end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COHELAN 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cohelan:  On 
page  61,  line  5,  strike  out  aU  of  title  IV  and 
renumber  title  V  on  page  62  as  title  IV. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
annoimced  earlier,  at  the  time  we  were 
considering  the  rule,  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  expenditure  limitation  placed  on 
fiscal  year  1970  outlays  by  this  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  and,  of  course, 
my  amendment  moves  to  strike  title  IV 
limitation  entirely. 

I  want  the  Committee  to  know  I  did 
not  arrive  at  this  conclusion  lightly.  I 
pondered  long  and  hard  over  the  mean¬ 
ing  and  the  effects  of  the  limitation.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  earlier  I  was  disposed 
to  support  the  measure  on  the  theory 
that  this  was  the  beginning  of  a  pos¬ 
sible  legislative  budget.  I  recognize  the 
desirability  of  an  annual  congressional 
assessment  of  the  appropriate  levels  of 
Federal  revenues  and  expenditures. 

In  fact,  as  Members  may  know,  I 
strongly  endorse  the  fine  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  our  former  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Joe  Barr,  for  the  creation  of 
a  legislative  budget. 

I  recognize,  too,  the  need  to  maintain 
a  restrained  fiscal  policy  so  that  rising 
prices  may  be  controlled. 


However,  I  recognize,  also,  that  the  all 
too  likely  outcome  of  this  ceiling — and 
mark  this,  please — ^the  all  too  likely  out¬ 
come  to  this  ceiling  is  to  guarantee  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts  in  spending  for  urgently 
needed  social  programs. 

Let  me  explain. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  limitation 
total  Federal  spending  for  the  12  months 
of  the  next  fiscal  year  cannot  exceed 
$192.9  billion  unless  Congress  takes  spe¬ 
cific  action  to  increase  expenditures.  This 
ceiling  will  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of 
the  spending  reductions  implicit  in  ap- 
propflation  cuts  which  will,  no  doubt, 
be  made  in  some  areas  by  the  Congress. 
The  trouble  is  that  the  budget  contains 
a  very  large  number  of  mere  estimates 
as  to  expenditures.  Most  of  these  esti¬ 
mated  items  represent  civilian  open- 
ended  or  fixed-cost  programs.  These  are 
programs  like  social  security,  public  as¬ 
sistance,  medicaid,  farm  subsidies,  vet¬ 
erans’  benefits,  and  Interest  on  the  na¬ 
tional  debt.  I  refer  you  to  page  16  of  the 
President’s  1970  budget  on  this. 

These  are  all  expenditures  which  the 
Government  is  by  law  committed  to 
meet.  Thus,  if  spending  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  exceeds  the  budget  estimates,  the 
excess  will  have  to  be  taken  from  spend¬ 
ing  for  some  other  programs  also  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress. 

Reductions  in  spending  to  offset  these 
unbudgeted  increases  can  be  made  only 
in  that  portion  of  the  budget  which  is 
controllable. 

The  fact  is  that  the  controllable  por¬ 
tion  of  the  budget  is  comparatively  small, 
and  it  contains  almost  all  the  social  pro¬ 
grams — such  as  antipoverty,  education, 
health,  job  training,  and  housing — which 
a  good  many  of  us  strongly  believe  must 
be  substantially  increased  and  not  de¬ 
creased. 

Estimates  of  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1970  show  this:  $81.1  billion  in  civilian 
noncontrollable  programs  like  social  se¬ 
curity  and  veterans’  benefits.  Our  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  and 
others  devoted  to  the  veterans’  programs 
were  on  the  floor  speaking  about  this 
today.  Of  the  remaining  $111.8  billion. 
Defense  accounts  for  $80.4  billion,  and 
$31.4  billion  is  for  other  accounts.  How¬ 
ever,  of  the  $31.4  billion,  $18.9  billion  is 
accounted  for  by  uncontrollable  expendi¬ 
tures  due  on  obligations  entered  into  in 
the  previous  fiscal  year.  This  leaves  us 
only  with  $12.5  billion  in  civilian  con¬ 
trollable  expenditures. 

If  the  current  fiscal  year  is  any  exam¬ 
ple,  the  noncontrollable  items  will  exceed- 
their  estimates  by  $3  billion  to  $6  biUion 
and,  if  the  practice  of  taking  the  reduc¬ 
tions  out  of  the  hides  of  the  social  pro¬ 
grams,  rather  than  defense  spending,  is 
again  followed,  we  could  well  find  that 
spending  for  controllable  domestic  pro¬ 
grams  will  have  to  be  cut  back  by  a 
staggering  25  to  50  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  an  aye  vote  on 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposal  for  an  ex¬ 
penditure  limitation,  as  set  out  in  title  IV 
of  the  bill,  has  been  debated  for  2  days. 

The  proposal,  as  explained  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  has  been  available  for 
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Members  to  review  for  5  or  6  days.  The 
matter  was  rather  thoroughly  discussed 
at  the  time  we  had  the  rule  before  the 
House  today  and  the  rule  was  passed 
overwhelmingly.  This  does  not  necessar¬ 
ily  mean  that  everyone  who  voted  for  the 
rule  is  for  the  expenditure  limitation. 
But,  undoubtedly,  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  those  who  voted  for  the  rule  are 
in  favor  of  the  expenditure  limitation. 

The  proposal  was  extensively  debated 
here  yesterday.  I  refer  especially  to  the 
debate  beginning  on  page  H3830  of  the 
Record  of  yesterday. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
somewhat  oversimplified  the  problem 
and  the  purpose  of  what  is  actually  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  expenditure  limitation.  I 
see  no  reason  to  belabor  this  issue  fur¬ 
ther.  We  have  had  opportunity  to  discuss 
it  in  great  depth  previously  and  have 
done  so. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas)  . 

(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  only 
reason  I  asked  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  to  yield  is  to 
agree  with  the  chairman  that  this  sug¬ 
gestion  has  been  thoroughly  explored  on 
yesterday  and  today.  I  concur  in  the 
chairman’s  views.  I  think  this  spending 
limitation  will  have  a  salutary  effect. 
Therefore,  I  am  opposed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  I  join  the  chairman  in  asking 
that  it  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  all  debate 
on  this  amendment  do  now  close  and 
that  all  debate  on  the  bill  do  now  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Cohelan)  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  ME.  COHELAN 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cohelan  of 
California:  On  page  62,  line  3,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  as  a  new  section : 

“(c)  The  limitation  set  forth  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a) ,  as  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the 
proviso  to  that  subsection,  shall  be  Increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  aggregate  amount 
by  which  expenditures  and  net  lending! 
(budget  outlays)  for  the  fiscal  year  1970 
on  account  of  items  designated  as  “Open- 
ended  programs  and  fixed  costs”  in  the  table 
appearing  on  page  16  of  the  Budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1970  may  be  in  excess  of  the  ag¬ 
gregate  expenditures  and  net  lending  (budg¬ 
et  outlays)  estimated  for  those  items  in  the 
April  review  of  the  1970  budget.” 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  amendment 
in  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  rule  pertaining  to 
title  IV  only  protects  what  is  in  the  bill, 
not  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  this 
amendment  does  is  to  exempt  from  the 


outlay  limitation  noncontrollable  civil¬ 
ian  expenditures.  It  is  what  I  regard  as  a 
fallback  amendment,  just  to  make  sure 
that  if  we  are  going  to  have  this  expendi¬ 
ture  ceiling  we  are  not  going  to  take  it 
out  of  the  hide  of  the  noncontrollable 
expenditures. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  all  this 
amendment  does  is  to  insure  that  social 
programs  will  not  be  needlessly  reduced 
by  exempting  from  outlay  limitations 
noncontrollable  civilian  expenditures. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  speaking  on  the  point  of  order 
raised  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  Chair  has  requested  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  to  speak  on  the 
point  of  order,  and  the  Chair  assumes 
that  the  gentleman  is  so  doing. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  On  the  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  merely  trying  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  amendment,  and  its  validity 
and  its  germaneness.  It  is  similar  to  one 
offered  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and 
other  provisions  of  last  year’s  Expendi- 
tiu-e  Control  Act.  It  differs  only  in  that 
it  calls  for  South  Vietnam  expenses  to  be 
controllable,  and  thus  would  not  exempt 
them  from  the  budget  ceiling.  There  is 
also  an  additional  advantage  to  my 
amendment  which  I  could  explain  if  I 
had  the  time,  but  In  sum  my  amendment 
would  insure  that  if  the  budget  estimates 
for  noncontrollable  civilian  expenditure 
programs  were  low,  the  increase  would 
not  have  to  come  from  expenditures  in 
housing,  health,  education,  job  training, 
and  the  like. 

It  also  treats  all  defense  expenditures 
as  controllable  items. 

Mr.  MAHON.  A  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  gentleman  is  discussing 
the  merits  of  the  proposed  amendment, 
and  not  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  Chair  has  examined  title  rv.  This 
is  a  new  subparagraph  to  title  IV.  Title 
IV  is  legislation  in  a  general  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  all  points  of  order  have 
been  waived  in  title  TV,  as  a  result  of  it 
being  legislation.  Therefore  the  Chair 
holds  that  the  amendment  is  germane  to 
the  provisions  contained  in  title  TV  and 
o’^ermles  the  point  of  order. 

The  gentleman  from  California  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point  of 
order.  Did  not  the  previous  unanimous- 
consent  action  of  the  House  eliminate 
all  further  general  debate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  all 
right  for  me  to  urge  a  “yea”  vote  on  the 
amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  (Mr.  Cohelan)  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  In  this  Act  shall  remain  available 
for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year 
unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VANIK 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment,  but  I  cannot  talk  about  it, 
as  I  understand. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vanik:  On 
page  61,  line  10,  After  “$192,900,000,000,” 
Insert  “,  of  which  the  amount  expended  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  shall  not  exceed 
$77,500,000,000”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  previous 
action  of  the  Committee,  all  further  de¬ 
bate  has  been  eliminated. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I 
barred  by  the  motion  that  was  adopted 
previously?  Does  that  preclude  me  from 
telling  the  House  that  this  is  a  $2.5  bil¬ 
lion  reduction? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  is  pre¬ 
cluded  from  debate  on  his  amendment  in 
view  of  the  action  taken  by  the  House 
on  the  limitation  of  debate. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Vanik). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chair  annoimced  that  the  noes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Vanik  and 
Mr.  Mahon. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  38,  noes 
165. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  favor  the 
expenditure  ceiling  that  would  hold 
spending  next  year  to  the  $192  billion 
level.  I  have  already  voted  for  the  rule. 
Later  today  I  must  leave  and  may  not 
be  here  for  final  passage  of  the  bill  due 
to  a  commitment  I  made  to  the  student 
leaders  at  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute 
several  months  ago.  Tonight  I  will  talk 
with  the  students  at  VPI  about  present 
campus  unrest  and  academic  freedom, 
and  I  feel  I  should  honor  this  commit¬ 
ment.  If  I  were  here  to  vote  on  final 
passage,  I  would  vote  to  hold  spending 
to  the  $192  billion  level  and  reduce  Fed¬ 
eral  spending  wherever  possible. 

One  of  the  greatest  problems  facing 
our  country  today  is  spiraling  inflation. 
The  housewife  is  finding  her  grocery  biUs 
are  higher  each  week.  The  consumer  is 
being  shortchanged.  Excessive  Govern¬ 
ment  spending  bears  down  most  heavily 
on  the  American  housewife,  the  elderly, 
those  drawing  retirement  benefits  and 
pensions,  and  the  American  wage 
earner. 

Last  year  I  voted  in  favor  of  the  $6 
billion  cut  in  Federal  spending.  The  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  House  now  is  the  same 
as  it  was  then — the  stability,  integrity. 
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and  purchasing  power  of  the  American 
dollar.  We  must  cut  every  nonessential 
expenditure  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  save  the  American  dollar. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Chairman,  like  so 
many  Americans,  I  am  opposed  to  the 
war  in  Vietnam,  but  I  have  voted  for  the 
supplemental  appropriations  bill  which 
has  nearly  one-third  of  its  expenditures 
earmarked  for  military  operations  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

I  have  listened  to  opponents  of  the  bill 
who  have  argued  that  Congress  could 
halt  the  war  by  refusing  to  authorize  the 
militai-y  appropriations.  On  that  basis, 
they  have  sought  rejection  of  this  bill  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  appropriations  are  for  non- 
military  piuT>oses. 

I  supported  an  amendment  to  have  the 
military  appropriations  voted  on  sepa¬ 
rately  and  I  regret  that  the  majority  of 
my  colleagues  rejected  this  move.  It 
would  have  brought  the  war  into  focus 
and  would  have  given  us  the  opportunity 
of  concentrating  completely  on  that  very 
Important  matter. 

As  the  bill  now  stands,  we  have  very 
little  discretionary  control  over  these 
nonmilitary  appropriations  which  repre¬ 
sent  the  lion’s  share  of  the  expenditures 
because  the  previous  Congress  has  com¬ 
mitted  us  to  them.  They  involve,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  grants  to  States  for  health  and 
welfare;  veterans  compensation;  medical 
and  other  costs;  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  payments;  military  retirement 
pay;  college  housing;  social  and  reha¬ 
bilitation  services  and  disaster  relief. 

They  are  obligations  that  require  fiscal 
responsibility  and  must  be  met. 

If  we  rejected  this  bill  because  of  its 
militaiT  appropriations  at  a  time  when 
we  are  at  the  conference  table  negotiat¬ 
ing  for  peace,  I  fear  the  consequences 
could  be  disastrous.  We  would  be  an- 
noimcing  to  the  world  that  we  no  longer 
intend  to  defend  ourselves.  We  would  be' 
going  to  the  conference  table  with  no 
cards  at  all. 

Yes,  let  us  hasten  the  process  for  peace. 
I  agree  that  we  are  lingering  too  long  at 
the  conference  table.  I  agree  ihat  our 
boys  should  be  returned  to  American  soil. 
I  agree  that  they  should  not  have  to  sac¬ 
rifice  their  lives  in  the  jimgles  of  a  for¬ 
eign  land  where  we  are  engaged  in  the 
most  unpopular  war  in  our  history. 

But  while  Americans  are  fighting  in 
Vietnam,  we  have  an  abiding  responsi¬ 
bility  to  give  them  everything  they  need 
for  survival.  Our  fighting  forces  have 
brought  the  Communists  to  the  point 
where  they  are  trying  to  achieve  at  the 
conference  table  what  they  could  not 
achieve  on  the  battlefield. 

Are  we  to  tell  the  world  at  this  time 
that  we  are  abandoning  our  military  ef¬ 
fort;  that  we  are  pulling  our  purse  strings 
tight?  I  am  sure  that  now,  more  than 
ever,  is  the  time  for  solidarity  at  home. 
I  am  convinced  that  we  must  stand 
united  if  we  are  to  secure  a  meaningful 
peace  at  the  conference  table. 

The  military  sector  of  this  bill  is  de¬ 
signed  to  peimit  the  South  Vietnamese 
forces  to  assume  a  greater  share  of  the 
burden  of  battle  and  to  enforce  peace 
when  it  comes. 

Two  major  events  that  have  occurred 
since  the  original  budget  requests  for  fis¬ 


cal  1969  were  submitted  to  Congress  also 
contribute  largely  to  the  need  for  the 
passage  of  this  bill.  I  am  referring  to  the 
Tet  offensive  in  Vietnam  which  caused 
losses  of  equipment  far  in  excess  of  what 
was  anticipated  and  the  seizure  of  the 
Puehlo  by  the  North  Koreans  which  led 
to  the  callup  of  military  forces  to  meet 
this  militai’y  threat. 

While  I  support  this  bill  chiefly  for  the 
reasons  set  forth  here,  I  remain  deeply 
concerned  about  a  war  that  has  already 
taken  35,000  American  lives  and  has 
caused  our  Nation  to  become  most  rest¬ 
less.  The  administration  and  this  Con¬ 
gress  must  give  the  utmost  priority  to  the 
attainment  of  an  honorable  peace  in 
Vietnam.  Every  effort  must  be  exerted 
to  accomplish  that  goal  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

I  believe  we  can  attain  the  peace  we 
want  imder  the  circumstances  we  want 
reasonably  soon  if  our  Government  does 
not  buckle  under  the  task  that  lies  ahead 
and  instead  carries  unity  and  strength  to 
the  conference  table.  That  is  why  I  do 
not  oppose  the  military  appropriations  at 
this  time. 

After  considering  all  facets  of  this  bill 
and  its  importance  to  America  at  home 
and  abroad,  I  could  do  nothing  less  than 
urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  several  necessary  and  desirable  items 
included  in  this  bill,  but  I  shall  vote 
against  the  bill  as  a  whole  if  the  unnec¬ 
essary  appropriations  for  additional 
procurement  and  other  items  related  to 
the  war  in  Vietnam  remain  intact. 

If  the  bill  were  to  be  defeated  at  this 
stage,  which  would  be  most  surprising, 
it  could  be  promptly  resubmitted  to  the 
House  in  appropriately  modified  form. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968  made  many  important  advances  in 
our  efforts  to  provide  good  housing  and 
good  neighborhoods  for  all  of  our  citi¬ 
zens.  There  is  nothing  in  the  17  titles  of 
that  bill,  however,  that  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  the  new  interest  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  foster  homeownership 
for  families  which  could  not  otherwise 
afford  it  and  a  greatly  expanded  rental 
housing  program.  We  all  know  the  basic 
role  which  homeownership  plays  in  our 
American  way  of  life  by  giving  families  a 
sense  of  pride  and  dignity,  a  sense  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  community  in  which 
they  live,  and  a  sense  of  participation. 
The  benefits  of  this  aid  for  homeowner¬ 
ship  will  go  far  beyond  the  individual 
families  which  receive  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
positive  approach  which  they  have  dis¬ 
played  on  most  items  in  the  complex 
supplemental  appropriation  request.  At 
the  same  time  I  deeply  regret  that  they 
failed  to  authorize  the  full  $50  million 
request  for  each  of  the  interest  subsidy 
programs.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  other 
body  will  grant  the  full  request  and  hold 
it  in  conference.  Another  reduction 
which  deeply  concerns  me  is  the  com¬ 
plete  elimination  of  the  modest  request 
for  funds  to  enable  HUD  to  carry  out 
its  extensive  responsibilities  under  the 
fair  housing  legislation.  The  $2  million 
requested  in  this  supplemental  is  sorely 
needed  for  responsible  administration  of 


these  duties.  Again,  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
other  body  will  include  the  full  amoimt 
in  its  bill.  In  addition,  we  should  all  stand 
behind  the  budget  requests  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  which  contains  the  full 
authorization  for  interest  subsidies  in 
the  amount  of  $100  million  for  each  of 
the  programs.  In  the  case  of  fair  housing 
funds,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  committee 
can  be  persuaded  that  the  original  budget 
proposal  of  $14  million  is  fully  justified. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  an  urgent  need 
to  move  ahead  with  housing  legislation 
already  on  the  books.  My  Subcommittee 
on  Housing  recently  concluded  hearings 
on  our  national  housing  goals  and  the 
witnesses  were  unanimous  that  these 
goals  can  be  met  if  our  existing  author¬ 
izations  are  fully  and  promptly  fimded. 
I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill  today  so  that  we  can  get  on  with  the 
job  of  providing  a  good  home  and  a  de¬ 
cent  environment  for  every  American 
family. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  for  his  courage 
in  offering  this  amendment. 

The  whole  pay  package  adopted  pur-, 
suant  to  the  Koppel  Commission  is  in¬ 
flationary.  Unfortunately  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  will  not  permit  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  attack  the  other  pay  Increases  or 
for  the  abolition  of  the  Commission. 

Let  me  say,  the  taxpayers  are  entitled 
to  have  the  whole  pay  package  voted  on 
by  their  representatives  in  this  body.  The 
only  way  that  can  happen  is  for  Mem¬ 
bers  to  sign  the  discharge  petition  on 
H.R.  7778.  There  has  been  no  stampede 
to  the  Clerk’s  desk,  and  I  suppose  the 
prospects  are  rather  slim  that  we  will  get 
a  vote  on  that  bill. 

But;  we  can  begin  to  regain  the  respect 
of  the  taxpayers  if  we  approve  this 
amendment — ^which  I  confess  is  unlikely. 

As  the  author  of  H.R.  7778  to  repeal 
the  whole  Koppel  package.  As  the  spon¬ 
sor  of  the  discharge  petition,  I  can  say 
to  the  gentlemen  he  is  to  be  congratu¬ 
lated  for  his  courage.  This  amendment 
will  not  win  him  many  friends  here.  I 
know.  But  the  gentleman  well  represents 
his  peopie  and  the  sentiment  of  the 
country.  I  urge  a  favorable  vote. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  the 
consideration  of  amendments  to  this  bill, 
I  expect  to  offer  an  amendment  to  title 
rv  to  provide  that  the  expenditure  limi¬ 
tation  of  $192,900  million  shall  include 
a  further  limitation  of  expenditures  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  of  $77,500 
million. 

This  amendment  would  reduce  defense 
expenditures  by  $2^/2  billion  from  budg¬ 
etary  requests  of  approximately  $80  bil¬ 
lion.  It  appears  that  there  is  no  other 
way  to  achieve  reduced  defense  spend¬ 
ing.  This  amendment  would  leave  the 
discretion  for  spending  cutbacks  within 
the  Defense  Department  and  the  further 
action  of  Congress. 

Better  housekeeping  in  the  Defense 
Department  should  make  it  possible  to 
reduce  the  overall  expenditures  by  3  per¬ 
cent  without  impairing  any  essential  de¬ 
fense  need. 

Recent  reports  of  waste  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  defective  aircraft,  tanks,  and 
leaky  submarines  indicate  that  too  little 
attention  is  directed  toward  careful 
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management  and  prudent  economy  In 
our  Defense  Establishment. 

If  the  civlhan  sector  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  can  face  budgetary  cutbacks  of 
almost  $3  billion,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
defense  sector  should  make  the  same 
kind  of  an  effort. 

I  cannot  support  legislation  which  ex¬ 
empts  the  military  sector  from  effective 
congressional  oversight. 

Mr.  WOLFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
those  who  make  these  regular  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  a  test  of  support 
or  dissent  regarding  our  policy  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  This  strikes  me  as  a  superficial  and 
erroneous  interpretation  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  process. 

An  examination  of  the  legislation  turns 
up  item  after  Item  of  national  concern. 
There  are  within  this  appropriation  spe¬ 
cific  allocations  that  cannot  be  refused 
without  doing  serious  harm  to  impor¬ 
tant  domestic  programs.  The  following 
examples  of  specific  requests  in  this  $3.8 
billion  appropriation  make  this  point 
rather  clearly : 

The  vital  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  are 
scheduled  to  receive  an  additional  $666.7 
million  through  this  appropriation.  An 
important  new  program  of  interest  sub¬ 
sidies  for  higher  education  facilities 
construction  is  included  within  this  al¬ 
location. 

Included  in  this  appropriation  is  a 
nondiscretionary  appropriation  of  $35.9 
million  for  the  Department  of  Labor  for 
unemployment  and  employee  compen¬ 
sation  claims.  Obviously  these  are  ex¬ 
penses  that  must  be  met. 

Recognizing  the  grave  national  prob¬ 
lem  caused  by  a  shortage  of  low-  and 
middle-income  housing  this  appropria¬ 
tion  provides  $80  million  for  the  home- 
ownership  and  rental  housing  interest 
subsidy  programs. 

Included  in  the  appropriation  is  $25.4 
million  for  the  vital  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  of  Interior. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  which  is  involved  in  the  crucial 
matters  of  flight,  rail,  and  auto  safety  is 
to  receive  additional  funds  imder  this 
appropriation.  The  merit  of  such  an  ex¬ 
penditure  is  patently  obvious. 

These  are  just  examples  of  the  needed 
and  obligated  expenditures  to  be  covered 
by  this  supplemental  appropriation. 

Also  contained  in  this  legislation  is  a 
necessary  ceiling  on  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  for  fiscal  1970.  This  ceiling  is  set 
at  the  administration’s  requested  budget 
of  $192.9  billion  and  is  a  first  step  in 
reducing  Federal  spending  in  a  wide 
variety  of  wasteful,  imnecessary,  and 
duplicative  areas. 

Establishment  of  this  ceiling  at  this 
time,  with  the  expectation  that  a  lower 
ceihng  and  spending  cuts  can  be  estab¬ 
lished  when  tax  legislation  is  considered, 
is  an  important  means  of  controlling  the 
steadily  rising  Federal  budget. 

In  another  realm  this  appropriation 
contains  the  funds  for  mandated  pay  for 
Federal  employees.  This  accounts  for 
$1.3  billion  or  more  than  a  third  of  the 
appropriation.  This  part  of  the  Federal 
payroll  is  established  by  law  and  obli¬ 
gated.  Therefore  the  funds  must  be  ap¬ 
propriated  or  we  will  cause  budgetary 
havoc  in  the  various  departments  and 
agencies  of  Government. 


Now,  turning  to  the  matter  of  Viet¬ 
nam,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  appro¬ 
priation  does  include  $1.2  billion  for 
military  operations  In  Southeast  Asia 
with  a  substantial  amount  of  this  to  be 
used  to  cover  expenses  resulting  from 
increasing  tensions  in  Korea. 

But  the  fact  remains  that  the  largest 
part  of  this  section  of  the  supplemental 
appropriation  involves  expenses  con¬ 
nected  with  the  war  in  Vietnam.  This  is 
not,  however,  a  new  appropriation.  Nor 
will  these  funds  affect  our  search  for 
peace. 

The  appropriation  will  be  used  to  pay 
for  materials  already  contracted  for  by 
the  Defense  Department.  By  appropriat¬ 
ing  these  funds  we  are  discharging  a 
commitment  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  these  are  truly  obligated  moneys  for 
defensive  and  support  operations  in  the 
field. 

As  I  have  said  in  the  past,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  we  can  responsibly  deny  a  single 
American  boy  in  Vietnam  the  material  to 
defend  himself. 

As  I  reiterate  that  these  are  obligated 
funds  already  contracted  for,  it  becomes 
clear  that  we  have  no  choice  but  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  appropriation.  I  am  prepared 
to  vote  for  the  appropriation  with  the 
knowledge  that  these  funds  will  not  be 
used  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  war  in 
Vietnam  and  with  the  knowledge  that 
contained  herein  are  the  funds  for  many 
important  domestic  programs. 

Now  there  is  no  one  more  interested  in 
achieving  peace  in  Vietnam  than  I.  Since 
coming  to  Congress  more  than  4  years 
ago  I  have  repeatedly  dissented  from  our 
policy  in  Vietnam  in  order  to  offer  pro¬ 
posals  for  peace. 

And  I  am  deeply  disappointed  that  we 
have  failed  to  make  greater  strides  for 
peace.  The  President’s  recent  message 
acknowledged  something  I  have  said  for 
years,  “We  must  take  risks  for  peace,’’ 
and  I  believe  we  must  do  exactly  that. 

When,  I  ask,  when  will  we  take  these 
necessary  steps  to  end  the  war?  The 
continued  loss  of  American  lives  and  the 
steady  flow  of  our  needed  resources  into 
Vietnam  is  a  responsibility  that  the  new 
administration  cannot  escape.  Peace  in 
Vietnam  is  essential  if  we  are  to  join  the 
domestic  wars  against  poverty,  hunger, 
joblessness.  Inadequate  housing,  and 
substandard  education.  Certainly  these 
domestic  needs  deserve  a  priority. 

Moreover  as  one  who  has  long  dis¬ 
sented  from  Ameiican  policy  in  Vietnam, 
I  must  repeat  my  strong  feeling  of  un¬ 
happiness  at  the  failure  of  the  South 
Vietnamese  to  assume  their  role  in  the 
fighting.  For  months  we  have  been  told 
that  the  South  Vietnamese  will  take  on 
a  greater  combat  role  enabling  us  to  be¬ 
gin  bringing  American  boys  home.  I  am 
tired  of  waiting  for  this  action.  If  the 
South  Vietnamese  are  not  prepared  to 
fight  their  own  war  I  see  no  reason  why 
we  should  fight  it  for  them. 

The  appropriation  before  us  today, 
however,  is  not  a  test  of  support  or  dis¬ 
sent  on  the  matter  of  Vietnam.  Although 
I  dissociate  myself  from  our  unsuccess¬ 
ful  and  inexcusable  policy  errors  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  I  would  consider  a  vote  against  this 
appropriation  irresponsible  and  a  dere¬ 
liction  of  my  duty  as  a  Member  of  the 
Congress. 

But  I  also  consider  it  the  height  of  ir¬ 


May  21,  1969 

responsibility  to  give  American  lives  in 
a  war  for  a  people  that  are  unwilling  to 
protect  themselves. 

Just  as  the  Congress  must  vote  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  appropriation  before  us 
today,  so  must  the  administration  im¬ 
mediately  move  toward  peace  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  To  do  less  would  be  to  violate  the 
trust  of  the  American  people. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  after 
much  travail  and  thought,  I  have  con¬ 
cluded  that  I  must  vote  against  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill. 

In  arriving  at  this  position  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  bill  I  have  given  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  demands  for  fiscal  restraint, 
to  the  virtues  of  the  committee’s  action 
in  support  of  low-cost  housing  to  the 
purchase  of  additional  lands  for  the 
Redwood  National  Park,  and  to  other 
necessary  and  worthwhile  programs. 
However,  I  have  also  given  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  potentially  devastating  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  expenditure  ceiling,  to  the 
implications  of  continued  fimding  of 
yietnam  expenditures  at  their  present 
levels,  and  to  the  intrusion  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  into  university  affairs 
as  provided  in  amendments  to  the  bill. 

On  balance,  I  have  concluded  that 
there  is  more  bad  than  good  in  this  bill. 

I  would  like  for  a  moment  to  ex¬ 
pand  on  these  compelling  considerations. 

I  have  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
efforts  to  enact  and  secure  full  funding 
for  the  section  235  homeownership  as¬ 
sistance  program  and  for  the  section  236 
;rental  assistance  program.  Accordingly, 
,I  was  pleased  with  the  action  of  the 
icommittee  in  recommending  the  author¬ 
ization  of  $40  million  in  additional  con¬ 
tractual  authority  for  each  of  these  pro- 
, grams.  I  am  only  disappointed  that  the 
full  $50  million  requested  by  both  the 
past  and  the  present  administrations 
was  not  granted.  I  am  hopeful  however 
that  the  Senate  will  approve  the  full 
request  for  these  urgently  needed  funds. 

As  one  of  the  original  sponsors  of  the 
legislation  to  create  the  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  in  California,  I  am  appre¬ 
ciative  of  the  promptness  with  which 
the  Subcommittee  on  Interior  Appro¬ 
priations,  imder  the  able  leadership  of 
Chairwoman  Julia  Hansen,  has  acted 
in  appropriating  funds  for  this  park. 
This  bill  authorizes  the  expenditure  of 
another  $19  million  to  complete  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  lands  obtained  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  a  decree  of  legislative  tak¬ 
ing.  The  previous  appropriation  earlier 
this  year,  together  with  the  fimds  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill,  bring  to  $72  million 
the  amounts  available  for  the  purchase  of 
the  park  in  the  very  first  year  after  its 
creation.  I  am  warmly  supportive  of  the 
appropriation  of  these  funds,  and  am 
deeply  pained  that  other  objectionable 
provisions  of  the  bill  prevent  me  from 
supporting  the  entire  measure. 

I  have  today  at  some  length  attempted 
to  explain  to  the  Members  of  this  body 
the  evils  I  see  in  the  expenditure  limi¬ 
tation  which  is  provided  in  this  bill.  In 
a  nutshell,  it  is  my  fear  that — while  this 
limitation  appears  on  its  face  not  to  re¬ 
duce  domestic  expenditures  below  the 
levels  requested  in  the  budget — it  will 
have  the  result  of  requiring  enormous 
reductions  in  social  spending  to  make  up 
for  underestimates  of  noncontrollable 
spending,  like  the  interest  on  the  public 
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debt.  I  am  not  willing  to  lend  my  sup¬ 
port  to  this  action  which  has  the  poten¬ 
tial  to  gut  the  urgently  needed  and  pres¬ 
ently  underfunded  programs  for  health, 
education,  housing,  job  training,  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  and  antipoverty  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  today  heard 
many  very  thoughtful  statements  on  the 
situation  in  Vietnam.  I  have  for  several 
years  closely  followed  the  tragic  events 
in  that  tragic  far  away  country.  I  have 
witnessed  for  the  past  2  dozen  months 
the  growing  revulsion  with  the  war  by 
the  American  and  Vietnamese  people. 
And  throughout' the  same  period  I  have 
witnessed  small  changes  in  the  allied 
conduct  of  that'  war  in  the  effort  to 
wind  down  the  conflict  and  And  a  stable 
peace.  However,  I  have  witnessed  no  new 
and  major  allied  policy  changes.  Earlier 
this  year  I  urged  the  President  and  his 
advisers  to  not  only  attach  larger  im¬ 
portance  to  the  urgency  of  finding  a  solu¬ 
tion  in  Vietnam,  but  to  conduct  a  thor¬ 
ough  review  of  our  policy  objectives  with 
regard  to  the  war  and  the  settlement 
which  would  be  acceptable  to  us.  Presi¬ 
dent  Nixon  in  his  recent  statement  of¬ 
fered  to  take  some  steps  toward  troop 
withdrawal  and  the  recognition  of  a 
coalition  government.  But  the  conditions 
attached  to  these  statements  indicate 
that  we  have  not  yet  conducted  a  thor¬ 
ough  rethinking  of  our  position  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  Accordingly,  I  am  troubled  today 
by  this  bill  which  appropriates  funds  to 
support  continued  fighting  at  current 
levels. 

I  am  troubled  too  by  amendments 
which  have  been  adopted  today  which  au¬ 
gur  for  a  greater  Federal  involvement  in 
the  troubles  of  our  colleges.  As  the  repre¬ 
sentative  in  Congress  of  one  of  the  most 
troubled  of  these  communities,  I  can 
say  that  it  is  my  considered  judgment 
that  in  all  but  the  most  extreme  circum¬ 
stances  it  is  best  to  leave  the  university 
problems  to  the  university.  Only  when 
violence  exceeds  the  capability  of  the 
local  authorities  is  there  any  appropriate 
role  for  Federal  intervention — and  then 
only  as  a  mediator,  conciliator,  and 
factfinder. 

In  sum,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  weighed 
the  virtues  and  shortcomings  of  this  bill, 
and  I  have  found  it  lacking  in  sufficient 
merit  to  overcome  the  substantial  dan¬ 
gers  it  opens  up. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  bill. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and 
report  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill,  as  amended, 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Holifield,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  directed  him  to  report  the 
biil  back  to  the  House  with  sundry 


amendments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the 
bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and 
all  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  demand  a  separate  vote  on  the  so-called 
Scherle  amendment  to  page  15,  at  the 
end  of  line  6. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  other  amendment?  If 
not,  the  Chair  wiU  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

Amendment;  On  page  15,  at  the  end  of  line 
6,  strike  the  period  and  insert  the  following: 
"Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual  interest 
grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the 
Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended 
by  PL  90-575,  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  any  grant  to  any  institution  of 
higher  education  unless  such  institution  is  in 
full  compliance  with  section  504  of  such 
Act.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ^yeas  329,  nays  61,  not  voting  43, 
as  follows ; 

[Roll  No.  59] 

YEAS— 329 


Abbitt 

Caffery 

Fish 

Abernethy 

Camp 

Fisher 

Adair 

Carter 

Flood 

Addabbo 

Casey 

Flowers 

Albert 

Oederberg 

Flynt 

Alexander 

Chamberlain 

Ford,  Gerald  R, 

Anderson.  Ill. 

ChappeU 

Ford, 

Anderson, 

Clancy 

William  D. 

Tenn. 

Clausen, 

Foreman 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Don  H. 

Fountain 

Andrews, 

Clawson.  Del 

Priedel 

N.  Dak. 

Cleveland 

Pulton,  Pa. 

Annunzlo 

Collier 

Pulton,  Tenn. 

Arends 

Collins 

Fuqua 

Ashbrook 

Colmer 

Gallflanakis 

Asplnall 

Conable 

Garmatz 

Ayres 

Conte 

Gaydos 

Baring 

Corbett 

Gettys 

Barrett 

Coughlin 

Gialmo 

Beall,  Md. 

Cramer 

Gibbons 

Belcher 

Cunningham 

Goldwater 

Bell,  Calif, 

Daniel,  Va. 

Gonzalez 

Bennett 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Goodllng 

Berry 

Davis,  Ga. 

Gray 

Betts 

Davis,  Wis. 

Green.  Oreg. 

Bevill 

de  la  Garza 

Griffin 

Biaggl 

Delaney 

Griffiths 

Biester 

Dellenback 

Gross 

Blackburn 

Denney 

Grover 

Blanton 

Dennis 

Gubser 

Boggs 

Derwlnski 

Gude 

Boland 

Devine 

Hagan 

Bow 

Dickinson 

Haley 

Bray 

Dlngell 

Hall 

Brinkley 

Donohue 

Halpern 

Brock 

Dowdy 

Hamilton 

Brooks 

Downing 

Hammer- 

Broomfield 

Dulskl 

schmidt 

Brotzman 

Duncan 

Hanley 

Brown,  Mich. 

Dwyer 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Brown,  Ohio 

Edmondson 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Broyhlll,  N.C. 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Harsha 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Ellberg 

Harvey 

Buchanan 

Erlenborn 

Hays 

Burke,  Fla. 

Esch 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Eshleman 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Evans,  Colo, 

Henderson 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Evins,  Tenn, 

Hicks 

Bush 

Fallon 

Horton 

Byrne.  Pa. 

Pascell 

Hosmer 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Feighan 

Hull 

Cabell 

Findley 

Hungate 

Hunt 

Morton 

Smith,  Calif. 

Hutchinson 

Mosher 

Smith,  Iowa 

Ichord 

Murphy,  HI. 

Snyder 

Jacobs 

Myers 

Springer 

Jarman 

Natcher 

Stafford 

Joelson 

Nedzi 

Staggers 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Nelsen 

Stanton 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Nichols 

Steed 

Jonas 

Obey 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Jones,  Ala. 

O’Konski 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Olsen 

Stephens 

Jones,  Tenn. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Stratton 

Karth 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Stubblefield 

Kazen 

Passman 

Stuckey 

Kee 

Patman 

Sullivan 

Keith 

Pelly 

Symington 

King 

Pepper 

Taft 

Kleppe 

Perkins 

Talcott 

Kluczynski 

Pettis 

Taylor 

Kyi 

Philbin 

Teague,  Calif. 

Kyros 

Pickle 

Teague,  Tex. 

Landgrebe 

Pike 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Landrum 

Plrnie 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Langen 

Poage 

Tieman 

Latta 

Poff 

Tunney 

Lennon 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Udall 

Lipscomb 

Price,  HI. 

Ullman 

Lloyd 

Price,  Tex. 

Utt 

Long,  La. 

Pryor,  Ark. 

Van  Deerlln 

Long,  Md. 

Pucinski 

Vanik 

Lukens 

Purcell 

Vigorlto 

McClory 

Quie 

Waggonner 

McClure 

Quillen 

Wampler 

McCulloch 

Rarick 

Watkins 

McDade 

Reid,  HI. 

Watson 

McDonald, 

Rhodes 

Watts 

Mich. 

Rivers 

Welcker 

McEwen 

Roberts 

Whalen 

McFall 

Robison 

Whalley 

McKneally 

Rogers,  Colo. 

White 

Macdonald, 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Whitehurst 

Mass. 

Ronan 

Whitten 

Madden 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Wldnall 

Mahon 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Williams 

Mailliard 

Rostenkowski 

Wilson,  Bob 

Mann 

Roth 

Wilson, 

Marsh 

Roudebush 

Charles  H. 

Martin 

Ruth 

Winn 

Mathias 

St  Germain 

Wold 

May 

Satterfield 

Wright 

Meeds 

Saylor 

Wyatt 

Michel 

Schadeberg 

Wydlear 

Miller,  Calif. 

Scherle 

Wylie 

Miller,  Ohio 

Schneebeli 

Wyman 

Mills 

Schwengel 

Yatron 

Minshall 

Scott 

Young 

Mize 

Sebelius 

Zablockl 

Mizell 

Shriver 

Zion 

Mollohan 

Sikes 

Zwach 

Monagan 

Sisk 

Montgomery 

Slack 

NAYS — 61 

Adams 

Farbsteln 

Moorhead 

Anderson, 

Foley 

Moss 

Calif. 

Fraser 

Nix 

Ashley 

Frelinghuysen 

O’Hara 

Bingham 

Gallagher 

Ottinger 

Bolling 

Gilbert 

Patten 

Bi-ademas 

Green,  Pa. 

Podell 

Brasco 

Hanna 

Powell 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hathaway 

Rees 

Burton,  Calif. 

Hawkins 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Button 

Holifield 

Reuse 

Celler 

Kastenmeier 

Rosenthal 

Chisholm 

Koch 

Roybal 

Clay 

Leggett 

Ryan 

Cohelan 

Lowenstein 

St.  Onge 

Conyers 

McCarthy 

Stokes 

Corman 

Matsunaga 

Thompson.  N.J. 

Daddario 

Mayne 

Waldie 

Diggs 

Mikva 

Wolff 

Eckhardt 

Minish 

Yates 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Mink 

NOT  VOTING — 43 

Bates 

Helstoski 

Randall 

Blatnlk 

Hogan 

Reifel 

Burton,  Utah 

Howard 

Riegle 

Cahill 

Kli-wan 

Rodino 

Carey 

Kuykendall 

Rumsfeld 

Clark 

Lujan 

Ruppe 

Cowger 

McCloskey 

Sandman 

Culver 

McMillan 

Scheuer 

Dawson 

MacGregor 

Shipley 

Dent 

Meskill 

Skubltz 

Dorn 

Moi-gan 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Edwards,  La. 

Morse 

Vander  Jagt 

Frey 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wiggins 

Hastings 

Pollock 

Hebert 

Railsback 

So  the  amendment  was 

agreed  to. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

pairs; 
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On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Hubert  for,  witb  Mr.  Scheuer  against. 

Mr.  Dorn  for,  with  Mr.  Carey  against. 

Mr.  Klrwan  for,  with  Mr.  Dawson  against. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Helstoski  against. 

Mr.  McMillan  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  of 
New  York  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Rodino  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Howard  with  Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  Shipley  with  Mr.  Mesklll, 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Bates. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Morse. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Riegle. 

Mr.  Randall  with  Mr.  Rallsback. 

Mr.  Clark  with  Mr.  McCloskey. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Smith  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Hogan  with  Mr.  Rumsfeld. 

Mr.  Wiggins  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Mr.  Vander  Jagt  with  Mr.  Prey. 

Mr.  Pollock  with  Mr.  Hastings. 

Mr.  Reifel  with  Mr.  Skubitz. 

Mr.  MacGregor  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  its  present  form. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  CEDERBERG  movcs  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  11400  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ^yeas  347,  nays  40,  not  voting  46, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  60] 

YEAS— 347 


Abbitt 

Berry 

Buchanan 

Abernethy 

Betts 

Burke,  Fla. 

Adair 

Bevlll 

Burke,  Mass. 

Adams 

Blaggl 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Addabbo 

Blester 

Burllson,  Mo. 

Albert 

Blackburn 

Bush 

Alexander 

Blanton 

Button 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Blatnik 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Anderson, 

Boggs 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Tenn. 

Boland 

Cabell 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Bolling 

Caffery 

Andrews, 

Bow 

Camp 

N.  Dak. 

Brademas 

Carter  - 

Annunzlo 

Brasco 

Casey 

Arends 

Bray 

Celler 

Ashley 

Brinkley 

Chamberlain 

Asplnall 

Brock 

Chappell 

Ayres 

Brooks 

Clausen, 

Baring 

Broomfield 

Don  H. 

Barrett 

Brotzman 

Clawson,  Del 

Beall,  Md. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Cleveland 

Belcher 

Brown,  Ohio 

Collier 

Bell,  Calif. 

Broyhlll,  N.O. 

Collins 

Bennett 

Broyhlll,  Va. 

Colmer 

Conable 

Ichord 

Quie 

Conte 

Jacobs 

Rarick 

Corbett 

Jarman 

Reid,  HL 

Corman 

Joel  son 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Coughlin 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Reusa 

Cramer 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Rhodes 

Cunningham 

Jonas 

Roberta 

Daddario 

Jones.  Ala. 

Robison 

Daniel,  Va. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Daniels,  N.  J. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Karth 

Ronan 

Davis,  Wis. 

Kazen 

Rooney,  Pa. 

de  la  Garza 

Kee 

Rostenkowski 

Delaney 

Keith 

Roth 

Dellenback 

King 

Roudebu^ 

Denney 

Kleppe 

Roybal 

Dennis 

Kluczynski 

Ruth 

Derwlnskl 

Kyros 

St  Germain 

Devine 

Landgrebe 

St.  Onge 

Dickinson 

Landrum 

Satterfield 

Dingell 

Langen 

Saylor 

Donohue 

Leggett 

Schadeberg 

Dowdy 

Lennon 

Scherle 

Downing 

Lipscomb 

Schwengel 

Dulski 

Lloyd 

Scott  . 

Duncan 

Long,  La. 

Sebellus 

Dwyer 

Long,  Md. 

Shrlver 

Eckhardt 

Lukens 

Sikes 

Edmondson 

McCarthy 

Sisk 

Edwards,  Ala. 

McClory 

Slack 

Eilberg 

McClure 

Smith,  Calif. 

Erlenborn 

McCulloch 

Smith,  Iowa 

Esch 

McDade 

Snyder 

Eshleman 

McDonald, 

Springer 

Evans,  Colo. 

Mich. 

Stafford 

Evins,  Tenn. 

McEwen 

Staggers 

Fallon 

McFall 

Stanton 

Fascell 

McKneally 

Steed 

Felghan 

Macdonald, 

Steiger,  Arlz. 

Fish 

Mass. 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Fisher 

Madden 

Stephens 

Flood 

Mahon 

Stratton 

Flowers 

Mailliard 

Stubblefield 

Flynt 

Mann 

Stuckey 

Foley 

Marsh 

Sullivan 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Martin 

Symington 

Ford, 

Mathias 

Taft 

William  D. 

Matsunaga 

Talcott 

Foreman 

May 

Taylor 

Fountain 

Mayne 

Teague,  Calif. 

Frellnghuysen 

Meeds 

Teague,  Tex. 

Friedel 

Michel 

’Thompson,  Ge 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Miller,  Calif. 

Thompson,  N., 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Mills 

Thomson,  Wis 

Fuqua 

Minish 

Tiernan 

Gallfianakis 

Mink 

’Tunney 

Gallagher 

Minshall 

Udall 

Garmatz 

Mize 

Ullman 

Gaydos 

Mizell 

Utt 

Gettys 

Mollohan 

Van  Deerlln 

Giaimo 

Monagan 

Vander  Jagt 

Gibbons 

Montgomery 

Vigorito 

Goldwater 

Moorhead 

Waggonner 

Gonzalez 

Morton 

Waldie 

Goodling 

Moss 

Wampler 

Gray 

Murphy,  HI. 

Watkins 

Green,  Oreg. 

Myers 

Watson 

Green,  Pa. 

Natcher 

Welcker 

Griffin 

Nedzl 

Whalen 

Grifilths 

Nichols 

Whalley 

Grover 

Nix 

White 

Gubser 

Obey 

Whitehurst 

Gude 

O’Hara 

Whitten 

Hagan 

O’Konskl 

Williams 

Halpern 

Olsen 

Wilson,  Bob 

Hamilton 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Wilson, 

Hammer- 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Charles  H. 

Bchmldt 

Passman 

Winn 

Hanley 

Patman 

Wold 

Hanna 

Patten 

Wolff 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Pelly 

Wright 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Pepper 

Wyatt 

Harvey 

Perkins 

Wydler 

Hathaway 

Pettis 

Wylie 

Hays 

Philbln 

Wyman 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

,  Pickle 

Yates 

Heckler.  Mass. 

Pike 

Yatron 

Henderson 

Plrnle 

Young 

Hicks 

Poage 

Zablocki 

Hollfield 

Poll 

Zion 

Horton 

Preyer,  N.O. 

Zwach 

Hosmer 

Price,  Ill. 

Hull 

Price,  Tex. 

Hungate 

Pryor,  Ark. 

Hunt 

Pucinski 

Hutchinson 

PurceU 

NAYS — 40 

Anderson, 

Clancy 

Gilbert 

Calif. 

Clay 

Gross 

Ashbrook 

Cohelan 

Haley 

Bingham 

Conyers 

Hall 

Brown,  Calif. 

Diggs 

Harsha 

Burton,  Calif. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Hawkins 

Cederberg 

Parbstein 

Kastenmeier 

Chishohu 

Fraser 

Koch 

Kyi 

Ottinger 

Ruppe 

Latta 

PodeU 

Ryim 

Lowensteln. 

Powell 

Schneebeli 

Mlkva 

Quillen 

Stokes 

Miller,  Ohio 

Rees 

Vanik 

Mosher 

Rosenthal 

NOT  VOTING — 46 

Bates 

Hogan 

Reifel 

Burton,  Utfih 

Howard 

Riegle 

Cahill 

Klrwan 

Rivera 

Carey 

Kuykendall 

Rodino 

Clark 

Lujan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Cowger 

McCloskey 

Rumsfeld 

Culver 

McMillan 

Sandman 

Dawson 

MacGregor 

Scheuer 

Dent 

Mesklll 

Shipley 

Dorn 

Morgan 

Skubitz 

Edwards,  La. 

Morse 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Pindley 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Watts 

Frey 

Nelsen 

Widnall 

Hastings 

Pollock 

Wiggins 

Hubert 

Railsback 

Helstoski 

Randall 

So  the  biU 

was  passed. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Widnall. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Riegle. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  MeskllL 
Mr.  Rodino  with  Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Morse. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Prey. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Railsback. 

Mr.  Watts  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Utah. 

Mr.  Clark  with  Mr.  Reifel. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Pindley. 

Mr.  Dorn  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mr.  Helstoski  with  Mr.  Rumsfeld. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Skubitz. 

Mr.  Rivers  with  Mr.  Bates. 

Mr.  Randall  with  Mr.  McCloskey. 

Mr.  Shipley  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 

Mr.  Howard  with  Mr.  Hogan. 

Mr.  Scheuer  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  York  with  Mr. 
MacGregor. 

Mr.  Pollock  with  Mr.  Lujan. 

Mr.  Wiggins  with  Mr.  Hastings. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
Vevise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bnl  just  passed. 

Tim  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
ALBEHff) .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the\;entleman  from  Texas? 

There\^as  no  objection. 

Mr.  mAhoN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
imanimous  N^nsent  that  all  Members 
speaking  on  tne  bill  may  be  permitted  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  that 
I  may  be  permitt^  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks,  and  insert  certain  tabular 
material  and  ^rtinent  extracts 
otherwise.  \ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  ctoipore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request^!  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


(X>RRECTION  OF  VOT:^ 

Mr.  McCLORY.  Mr.  Speaker,  orryjoll- 
call  No.  58  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting' 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  a^ 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  accordingly. 
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R.  11400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1969 

Eead  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  yeax  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasuiy  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  supple- 

5  mental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Second 

6  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
DEPARTMENT  OE  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Mn^iTAEY  Peesonnel,  Army 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel, 
Army”,  $110,000,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Navy”,  $14,500,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Air  Force 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Air  Force”,  $115,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Army”,  $96,310,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Marine  Corps”,  $15,390,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Air  Force”,  $242,700,000. 
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PROCUREMENT 

Pbooueement  op  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Army 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Procurement  of  equip¬ 
ment  and  missiles,  Army”,  $640,100,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

TITLE  II 
CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
for  “Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control”,  $1,400,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Cooperative  extension 
work,  payments  and  expenses”,  for  “Retirement  and  employ¬ 
ees’  compensation  costs  for  extension  agents”,  $218,000. 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act  program”, 


$7,500,000. 
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Faemees  Home  Administeation 

EMEEGENCY  CEEDIT  EEVOLVING  FUND 
There  may  be  transferred  to  the  Emergency  Credit  Re¬ 
volving  Fund  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  of  the  unobligated 
funds  in  the  Direct  Loan  Account,  to  be  reimbursed  to  the 
Direct  Loan  Account  from  repa3mients  of  loans  made  from 
the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 

CHAPTER  II 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Reseeve  Peesonnel,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel. 
Navy’’,  $4,150,000. 

Reseeve  Peesonnel,  Marine  Coeps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel.  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps”,  $4,500,000. 

Retired  Pay,  Defense 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay,  Defense”, 
$175,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Opeeation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Navy”,  $20,000,000. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Marine  Corps’’,  $3,600,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Army  National  Guard”,  $10,000,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Air  National  Guard”,  $8,800,000. 

General  Provision 

Sec.  201.  Deficiencies  incurred  under  the  tenns  of  sec¬ 
tion  3732  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.S.C. 
11),  shall  not  exceed  the  amounts  of  the  estimates  in  House 
Documents  Numbered  91-50  and  91-94,  or  the  amounts 
provided  herein,  whichever  is  lower,  for  each  such  author¬ 
ized  purpose. 

CHAPTER  III 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

FEDERAL  PAYMENT  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  pa5mient  to  the 
District  of  Columbia”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  $10,365,000. 
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District  of  Columbia  Funds 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $975,000,  of  which  $1,000  shall  he  payable  from 
the  highway  fund. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety”,  $10,034,- 
000,  of  which  $528,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund,  and  of  which  $1,302,000  shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  1968. 

EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education”,  $13,931,000. 

HEALTH  AND  WELFARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  welfare”, 

$111,000. 

SANITARY  ENGINEERING 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sanitary  engineering”, 
$252,000. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS 

For  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  approved  by 
the  Commissioner  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as  amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46 
Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131) ,  $50,000. 
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DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  Slims  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be 
paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

CHAPTER  IV 
FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Sbevtce 

ASSISTANCE  TO  REFUGEES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  refugees 
in  the  United  States”,  $2,700,000,  and,  in  addition,  $35,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969. 

CHAPTER  V 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
telecommunications”,  $500,000,  to  remain  available  until 

expended. 
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FUNDS  APPKOPEIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

DTSASTEE  BELIEF 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Disaster  relief^  $35,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

Fedebal  Tbade  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Salaries  and  expenses’^ 
$600,000;  (and  release  of  $81,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364). 

Selective  Sebvice  System 

SALABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$2,573,000. 

Veteeans  Administeation 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pen¬ 
sions”,  $179,000,000,  to  remain  available  imtil  expended. 

BEADJUSTMENT  BENEFITS 

For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Readjustment  benefits”, 
$14,200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

MEDICAL  OAEE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $46,189,- 
000:  (and  release  of  $15,167,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  piu'suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $12,000,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 
The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section 
235  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat. 
477),  is  increased  by  $40,000,000  and  the  limitation  on 
total  payments  under  those  entered  into  under  section  236 
of  such  Act  (82  Stat.  498)  is  increased  by  $40,000,000. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  aU  contracts  for  annual  grants  with 
educational  institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604), 
is  increased  by  $2,500,000. 

LOW  RENT  PUBLIC  HOUSING  ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS 
Eor  additional  amounts  for  “Low  rent  public  housing 
annual  contributions”,  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968, 
and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1969. 
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CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOURCES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  of  lands 
and  resources”,  $10,410,000;  and  in  addition,  $1,803,000 
(including  $175,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  which  shall  ])e  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  appropriation  for  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969;  (and  release  of  $275,000  reserved 
under  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201) . 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”, 
$2,769,000;  (and  release  of  $426,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pul)lic  Law  90- 
364). 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 
For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  “Land  and  water  con¬ 
servation  fund”,  as  authorized  by  section  4(h)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  ( 16 
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U.S.O.  4601-7 ) ,  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
against  such  fund  pursuant  to  law,  $19,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”,  to  be  derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  fund”  and  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  licpii- 
dation  of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  section  3(1))  (1) 
of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law  90-545) ,  $19,- 
000,000. 

Geolooical  Survey 

SURVEYS,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND  RESEARCH 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations, 
and  research”,  $2,092,000,  of  which  $300,000  shall  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1970. 

Bureau  of  Mines 

HELIUM  FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  of  borrowing  authority  for 
the  “Helium  fund”,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  with¬ 
out  fiscal  year  limitation. 

Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 


$48,000. 
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Bueeau  of  Oommeecial  Fisheeibs 

PAYMENT  TO  FISIIEEMBn’S  PEOTECTTVE  FUND 
For  payment  to  “Fishermen’s  Protective  Fund”,  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  12,  1968  (82  Stat. 
729) ,  $60,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Bueeau  of  Spoet  Fishbeies  and  Wildlife 

MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATIONS  OF  EESOUECES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investi¬ 
gations  of  resources”,  $1,353,000;  (and  release  of  $139,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90^364) . 

CONSTEUCTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $200,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

National  Park  Seevicb 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PEOTECTION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  pro¬ 
tection”,  $2,479,000;  (and  release  of  $195,000  reseiwed 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) . 
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CONSTRUCTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Construction”,  $100,000, 
to  remain  available  imtil  expended. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Servtcb 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and 
utilization”,  as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $25,- 
028,000;  “Forest  research”,  $1,564,000;  and  “State  and 
private  forestry  cooperation”,  $124,000:  (and  release  of 
$1,676,000  reserved  under  “Forest  protection  and  utiliza¬ 
tion”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 

HUMANITIES 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
equal  to  the  total  amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of 
money,  and  other  property  received  by  each  Endowment 
under  the  provisions  of  section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965, 
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as  amended,  not  to  exceed  a  total  of  $3,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

CHAPTEE  VII 
DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 
Bueeau  of  Employment  Secuetty 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOE  EEDEEAL 
EMPLOYEES  AND  EX-SERVICEMEN 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Unemplo3unent  com¬ 
pensation  for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen’b 
$20,000,000. 

Wage  and  Laboe  Standaeds 
Bureau  of  Employees’  Coyipensation 
employees’  coyipensation  claiyis  xYnd  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Emplo3^ees’  compensation 
claims  and  expenses”,  $15,900,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 
Office  of  Education 
higher  educational  activities 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational  ac¬ 
tivities”,  including  pa3unents  authorized  by  section  108 
(b)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968), 
and  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the 
Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law 
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90-575,  approved  October  16,  1968),  $11,161,000,  of 
which  $3,920,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for 
said  animal  interest  gi-ants:  Provided,  That,  in  addition, 
$160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  ‘‘Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual  interest  grants  authorized 
by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall  be  used  to  foniiulate 
or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any  institution  of  higher  education 
unless  such  institution  is  in  full  compliance  with  section  504 
of  such  Act. 

Public  Health  Seevice 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SUEGEON  GENEEAL 
COMPEEIIENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SEEVICES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Comprehensive  health 
planning  and  services”,  $9,186,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”, 
Public  Health  Seiwice,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$292,000  reserved  under  “Comprehensive  health  planning 
and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  :  Provided,  That  the  amount  made  available  under 
“Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services”  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation 
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Act,  1969,  for  grants  under  section  314(a)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  is  reduced  from  ‘‘$7,375,000”  to 
$7,125,000. 

DISTEICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 
For  grants  and  loans  pursuant  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
Medical  Facilities  Constniction  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90- 
457),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Social  and  Pehabilitation  SEimcE 

GBANTS  TO  STATES  FOB  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Grants  to  States  for 
maintenance  payments” ;  “Grants  to  States  for  medical  assist¬ 
ance”;  and  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and 
demonstration  projects”;  $651,546,000. 

ASSISTANCE  FOB.  BEPATRIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  for  repatriated 
United  States  nationals”,  $100,000. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
House  of  Representatives 
For  payment  to  Lelia  Ashton  Everett,  mother  of  Robert 
A.  Everett,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  $30,000. 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES 

Miscellaneous  items:  The  limitation  under  this  head, 
fiscal  year  1969,  on  the  payment  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capi- 
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tol  ill  accordance  with  section  208  of  the  Act  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  9,  1940  (Public  Law  812),  is  hereby  increased  by 
$36,000. 

Aeciutect  of  the  Capitol 
House  office  buildings:  From  and  after  March  1,  1969, 
the  compensation  of  the  Superintendent  of  Garages  shall  be 
at  the  basic  annual  rate  of  $5,270. 

CHAPTER  IX 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  Geneeal  Administration 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  administration”,  $65,000,  and,  in  addition,  $231,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement 
Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364,  and  $2,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Community  Relations  Service”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENEEAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  legal  activities”,  $1,314,000,  and,  in  addition,  $100,- 
000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement 
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Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under 
^‘Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201). 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES,  ANTITRUST  DIVISION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Antitrust  Division”,  $99,000,  and,  in  addition,  $262,000 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement  Assistance 
Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364;  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses.  Antitrust  Division”  pursuant  to  said  section  201) . 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  UNITED  STATES  ATTORNEYS 

AND  MARSHALS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
United  States  attorneys  and  marshals”,  $2,505,000;  (and 
release  of  $150,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364) . 

Federal  Prison  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OP  PRISONS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Bureau  of  Prisons”,  $2,319,000;  (and  release  of  $250,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364). 
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SUPPOET  OF  united  STATES  PEISONEES 
For  an  additional  amomit  for  ‘‘Support  of  United  States 
Prisoners”,  $2,500,000. 

Bueeau  of  Naecotics  and  Dangeeous  Deugs 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,187,000;  (and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) . 

DEPAKTMENT  OF  COMMEECE 

Economic  Development  Assistance 

OPEEATIONS  AND  ADMINISTEATION 
The  amount  required  to  be  advanced  from  “Operations 
and  administration”  to  the  Small  Business  Administration 
during  the  cuiTent  fiscal  year  for  the  processing  of  loan  apph- 
cations  is  hereby  reduced  to  $1,200,000;  (and  release  of 
$116,000  reseiwed  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Maeitime  Administeation 

STATE  MAEINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incun'ed  for  payment  of  allow¬ 
ances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 
State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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$210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  “Ship  construction”. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  op  the  United  States 

PRINTING  AND  P.INDING  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  $27,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $10,000. 

Customs  Court 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$113,000. 

Court  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”, 
$1,975,000. 

salaries  of  supporting  personnel 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting 
personnel”,  $2,412,000. 

TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous 


expenses”,  $400,000. 
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ADMINISTEATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Administrative  Office  of 
the  United  States  Courts”,  $97,500,  and,  in  addition, 
$10,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Expenses  of  referees”,  fiscal  year  19G9. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OE  TRANSPORTATION 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$298,000;  (and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Coast  Guard 

RETIRED  PAY 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay”, 

$2,000,000. 

CHAPTER  XI 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 

ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Administering  the  public 
debt”,  $1,978,000;  (and  release  of  $334,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) . 
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EXECUTIVE  OEEICE  OE  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisees 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$107,000. 

National  Security  Council 

SAT.  A  RTFS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$200,000. 

CHAPTER  XII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  detenniued  l\y  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  ren¬ 
dered  against  the  United  States  hy  the  United  States  Court 
of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in 
House  Document  Numbered  101,  Ninety-first  Congress, 
$16,880,812,  together  with  such  amounts  as  ma}^  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judg¬ 
ments  or  provided  by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due 
to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  he  necessary  to 
pay  claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judg¬ 
ment  herein  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  be¬ 
come  final  and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  hy 
failure  of  the  parties  to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  unless  otherwise  specifically  required  by  law  or 
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by  judgment,  payment  of  interest  wherever  appropriated  for 
herein  shall  not  continue  for  more  than  thirty  days  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 

TITLE  III 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Eor  additional  amounts  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  for  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  law,  as  follows : 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
House  of  Repeesentatives 

COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBEES 

Compensation  of  Members,  $1,975,000; 

SAIiAEIES,  OFFICEES,  AND  EMPLOYEES 

'‘Office  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015; 

"Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $12,935; 

"Compilation  of  precedents  of  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives”,  $670; 

"Office  of  the  Chaplain”,  $1,250; 

"Office  of  the  Clerk”,  $110,000; 

"Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms”,  $192,000; 

"Office  of  the  Doorkeeper”,  $65,000; 

"Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $40,875; 

"Committee  employees”,  $400,000 ; 

Special  and  minority  employees: 
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“Minority  employees”,  $11,410; 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $3,760; 
“House  Eepublican  conference”,  $3,760; 

“Majority  leader”,  $4,800; 

“Minority  leader”,  $4,005; 

“Majority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Minority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Printing  clerks”,  $980; 

“Official  reporters  of  debates”,  $27,000; 

“Official  reporters  to  committees”,  $24,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $25,600; 

Members’  Clerk  Hire 
“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $3,050,000; 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
“Special  and  select  committees”,  $129,000; 

“Kevision  of  laws”,  $1,490; 

“Speaker’s  automohile”,  $665 ; 

“Majority  leader’s  automohile”,  $665; 

“Minority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665; 

Joint  Items 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 
“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $13,500; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $17,820; 
“Joint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $12,425; 
Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


25 


“Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production”,  $7,950; 

Aechiteot  of  the  Capitol 

Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol:  ‘^Salaries”, 
$36,000; 

Capitol  buildings  and  grounds : 

“Capitol  buildings”,  $74,500; 

“Capitol  grounds”,  $25,600; 

“House  office  buildings”,  $300,000; 

“Capitol  power  plant”,  $27,500 ; 

Library  buildings  and  grounds:  “Structural  and  me¬ 
chanical  care”,  $28,000 ; 

Botanic  Garden 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $22,500; 

Library  of  Congress 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $579,300:  Provided,  That 
$75,000  of  the  amount  allocated  for  rental  of  space  under 
this  head,  fiscal  year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay 
costs ; 

Copyright  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $109,800; 

Legislative  Reference  Service:  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$170,000,  and  in  addition,  $50,000  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  distri¬ 
bution  of  catalog  cards; 

Distribution  of  catalog  cards:  Not  to  exceed  $150,000 
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of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal  year 
1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs; 

Organizing  and  microfilming  the  papers  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,000; 

“Collection  and  distribution  of  library  materials  (spe¬ 
cial  foreign  currency  program)  ”,  $9,000; 

Go\^rnment  Printing  Office 
Office  of  Superintendent  of  Documents:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $178,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $50,- 
000  of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal 
year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs; 

General  Accounting  Office 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,214,000; 

THE  JUDICIAPY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries”,  $120,000; 

“Care  of  the  building  and  grounds”,  $15,900; 

Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $16,000; 

Court  of  Claims 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $64,000; 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

“Expenses  of  referees”,  $248,000,  to  be  derived  from 
the  “K-eferees’  salary  and  expense  fund”; 
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‘‘Salaries  of  referees”,  $404,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
“Keferees’  salary  and  expense  fund”; 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Compensation  of  the  President 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  of  the 
President”,  $44,584; 

Bureau  of  the  Budget 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $50,000;  (and  release  of 
$355,000  reserved  mider  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of 
$70,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Telecommunications”;  (Release 
of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization  functions  of  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $40,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (Release  of  $28,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 
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Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000; 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
“Administrative  expenses”.  Agency  for  International 
Development,  $1,500,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
appropriations  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Administrative  and  other  expenses”.  Department  of 
State,  $75,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropria¬ 
tions  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Researcu  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $6,615,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 
“Payments  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $81,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Extension  Service 
“Cooperative  extension  work,  pa5mients  and  expenses”; 
(Release  of  $135,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $73,000; 
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Soil  Conseevation  Service 
“Conservation  operations”,  $3,980,000;  (and  release 
of  $1,000,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  planning”,  $254,000;  (and  release  of 
$90,000  reserved  under  tliis  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“River  basin  surve3^s  and  investigations”,  $306,000; 
(and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  works  of  improvement”,  $688,000;  (and 
release  of  $300,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Flood  prevention”,  $224,000;  (and  release  of  $128,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Great  Plains  conservation  program”,  $160,000; 
“Resource  conservation  and  development”,  $111,000; 
(and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Economic  Research  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $684,000; 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $527,000; 
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CONSUMEE  AND  MaEKETING  SeEVICE 
“Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams”,  $2,300,000;  (and  release  of  $600,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) . 

“Special  milk  program”;  (Eelease  of  $15,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Foeeign  Ageicultueal  Seevice 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $362,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 
(and  release  of  $68,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Commodity  Exchange  Autttoeity 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $65,000; 

Ageicultueal  Stabilization  and  Conseevation 

Seevice 

“Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service”,  $4,108,000  of  which  $1,826,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  fiscal  year 
1969,  $1,560,000,  from  “Cropland  conversion  program”, 
and  $722,000  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Fund;  (and  release  of  $551,000  reserved  under  “Expenses, 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Rueal  Community  Development  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $18,000;  (and  release  of 

$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Inspector  Generaij 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $568,000; 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $49,000;  (and  release  of 

$64,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  tele  General  Counsel 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $239,000; 

Office  of  Information 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $58,000; 

National  Agricultural  Library 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $40,000;  (and  release  of 

$35,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Management  ServicevS 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $116,000;  (and  release  of 
$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Geneeal  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $224,000,  of  which  $36,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  and  expenses”, 
Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  (and  release  of 
$30,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $624,000;  (and  release  of 
$11,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Eaemees  Home  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,094,000,  of  which  $13,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”.  Agricultural  Research  Service  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  $158,000  from 
“Payments  and  expenses”.  Cooperative  State  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  (including  $44,000  from  the  amount  reserved  pursuant 
to  said  section  201),  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Federal  Extension  Service  pursuant  to  said  section 
201,  $150,000  from  “Payments  to  States  and  possessions”. 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  and  $412,000  from  “Crop¬ 
land  adjustment  program”.  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service;  (and  release  of  $156,000  reserved 
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under  “Salaiies  and  expenses”,  Fanners  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Federat.  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
“Administrative  and  operating  expenses”,  $274,000; 
(and  release  of  $97,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
General  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $293,000,  of  which  $75,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Operations  and  adminis¬ 
tration”,  Economic  Development  Assistance; 

Office  of  Business  Economics 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000,  to  he  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Operations  and  administration”,  Economic 
Development  Assistance;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Bureau  of  the  Census 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $567,000; 

“1967  economic  censuses”,  $285,000; 

Business  and  Defense  Services  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $206,000;  (and  release  of 
$36,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Inteenational  Activities 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$163,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Export  control”,  $136,000;  (and  release  of  $60,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Field  Seevices 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $142,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Envieonmental  Science  Seevices  Administeation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,254,000;  (and  release  of 
$786,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Research  and  development”,  $614,000;  (and  release 
of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

Patent  Office 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,240,000;  (and  release  of 
$321,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 
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National  Bureau  of  Standards 
“Eesearch  and  technical  services”,  $1,100,000; 

Maritime  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  administrative  expenses, 
$261,000; 

“Maritime  training”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of  $99,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $173,000; 

DEPABTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
Military  Personnel 
“Military  personnel.  Army”,  $230,000,000; 

“Militaiy  personnel.  Navy”,  $160,000,000; 

“Military  personnel.  Marine  Corps”,  $45,000,000; 
“Military  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $214,000,000; 
“National  Guard  personnel.  Army”,  $13,000,000; 

OPERATIbN  AND  MAINTENANCE 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”,  $85,000,000; 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force”,  $73,000,000; 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Defense  agencies”. 


$32,000,000; 
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“Court  of  Military  Appeals”,  $18,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
Depaetment  of  the  Army 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS — CIVIL 
“Operation  and  maintenance,  general”,  $1,731,000,  and 
in  addition,  $1,869,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Construction  general”,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  expenses”,  $1,000,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Construction,  general”, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364. 

UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 
“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $181,000 
resented  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

The  Panama  Canal 

CANAL  ZONE  GOVERNMENT 

“Operating  expenses”,  $1,085,000  (and  release  of 
$120,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pm’suant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMPANY  FUND 
“Limitation  on  general  and  administrative  expenses”, 
(increase  of  $130,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative 
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expenses  and  release  of  $20,000  reserved  under  this  limita¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Food  and  Detjg  Administeation 

“Salaries  and  expenses’’,  $1,589,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”,  PubUc  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $835,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  : 

Office  of  Education 

“School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas”,  $16,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $12,000  reserved  under  “School  assistance  in 
federally  affected  areas”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $694,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Conununity  mental  health  resource  support”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$1,123,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  rights  educational  activities”,  $67,000,  to  be 
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derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON"  GENERAL 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $307,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”, 
Pubhc  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$80,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

HEALTH  MANPOWER 

“Health  manpower  education  and  utilization”;  (release 
of  $201,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Dental  health  activities”;  (release  of  $102,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DISEASE  PREVENTION  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTROL 

“Chronic  diseases”,  $436,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal 
year  1969:  (and  release  of  $130,000  reserved  under 
“Chronic  diseases”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Air  pollution”;  (release  of  $519,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law 
90-364) ; 
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“Urban  and  industrial  health”;  (Release  of  $492,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Radiological  health”,  $407,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”,  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

“Commmiity  health  services”;  (release  of  $590,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $1,993,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$91,000  reserved  under  “Patient  care  and  special  health 
services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Hospital  construction  activities”;  (release  of  $169,000 
reserved  mider  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  health  activities”,  $2,640,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubhc  Law  90-364:  (and  release  of  $214,000  reserved 
under  “Indian  health  activities”  pursuant  to  said  section 
201)  ; 
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NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

“Biologies  standards”;  (Belease  of  $114,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Begional  medical  programs”;  (Kelease  of  $67,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Environmental  health  sciences”;  (Eelease  of  $137,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH 

“Mental  health  research  and  services”,  $401,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  re¬ 
source  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $801,000  reserved  under  “Mental  health 
research  and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Saint  Ehzabeths  Hospital,  Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,984,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 ; 

OTHEE  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SEEVICE 

“National  health  statistics”;  (Eelease  of  $271,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“National  Library  of  Medicine”;  (Lelease  of  $162,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Social  and  Eeiiabilitation  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,234,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

Social  Security  Administration 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses  (trust  fund)  ”,  (In¬ 
crease  of  $18,147,000  in  the  limitation  on  “Salaries  and 
expenses”)  ; 

Special  Institutions 

“Gallaudet  College,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Howard  University,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $401,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Preedmen’s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $291,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969; 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $216,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”, 
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Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$232,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“OflSce  of  Field  Coordination,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$215,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 ; 

“Ofiice  of  the  Comptroller,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Re¬ 
lease  of  $458,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Ofiice  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $233,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $10,000  reserved  under  “Ofiice  of 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Surplus  property  utilization”,  $57,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Communitj^  mental  health  resource  sup¬ 
port”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$56,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $61,000  reserved  under  “Ofiice  of  the 
General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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DEPAETMENT  OE  nOIJSING  AND  UEBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Eenewal  and  Housing  Assistance 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,407,000;  (and  release  of 
$387,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Meteopolitan  Development 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $280,000;  (and  release  of 
$73,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Demonsteations  and  Inteegoveenmental  Delations 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $66,000;  and,  in  addition, 
$171,000  (including  $34,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Model  cities  programs”;  (and  release  of  $15,000  reserved 
on  account  of  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Demonstrations  and 
Intergovernmental  Eelations  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Urban  Eesearcb  and  Technology”,  (Eelease  of  $6,000 
reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Depaetmental  Management 
“General  administration”,  $230,000;  (and  release  of 
$51,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Regional  management  and  services”,  $278,000;  (and 
release  of  $80,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

jMortgage  Credit 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative 
expenses.  Federal  housing  administration”;  (Increase  of 
$465,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and 
increase  of  $1,000,000  in  the  limitation  on  non-administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  ; 

DEPAIITMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOE 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

“Education  and  welfare  services”,  $2,843,000;  (and 
release  of  $415,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Construction”,  (Release  of  $39,000  reseiwed  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

“Road  construction  (liquidation  of  contract  authoriza¬ 
tion)  ”,  (Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $246,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  Indian  irrigation  systems” ; 
(Release  of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Power  systems,  Indian  irrigation  projects’’;  (Release 
of  $39,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  moneys,  proceeds  of  labor,  agencies,  schools, 
etc.”;  (Release  of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Tribal  funds”;  (Release  of  $48,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubbe  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Bueeau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $175,000; 

Bureau  of  Mines 

“Conservation  and  development  of  mineral  resources”, 
$750,000;  and  $433,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Solid  waste  disposal”; 

“Health  and  safety”,  $347,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $70,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Pisueries 

“Management  and  investigations  of  resources”,  $628,- 
000;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Federal  aid  for  commercial  fisheries  research  and  de¬ 


velopment”,  $8,000; 
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“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$7,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $45,000 ; 

“Administration  of  Pribilof  Islands”,  $20,000; 

“Promote  and  develop  fishery  products  and  research 
pertaining  to  American  fisheries”;  (Release  of  $10,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  fisheries  loan 
fund”,  (Increase  of  $13,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses)  ; 

Bueeau  of  Sport  Pisheeies  and  Wildlife 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$9,000,  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Saline  water  conversion”,  fiscal  year  1969, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $78,000;  and  in 
addition  $4,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Operation  and  maintenance”.  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364; 
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N'ationai  Paek  Seevice 

‘‘Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facihties’’, 
$668,000;  (and  release  of  $115,000  resei-ved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $186,000; 

“Preservation  of  historic  properties”,  $21,000; 

Bureau  of  Keclamation 

“General  investigations”,  $371,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $630,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $450,000 ; 

Bonneville  Powee  Administeation 

“Construction”;  (Eelease  of  $998,000  reserved  imder 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Eelease  of  $643,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Constmction  of  electric  transmission  lines  and  substa¬ 
tions,  contributions,  Bonneville  Power  Project”;  (Eelease  of 
$1,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Office  of  tub  Solicitor 
“Salaries  and  expenses’',  $298,000; 

Office  op  tile  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $454,000; 

Office  of  Water  IIesources  Research 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $31,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  JUSTICE 
Legai.  Activities  and  General  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Community  Relations  Service”; 
(Release  of  $88,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $9,220,000; 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,276,000;  (and  release  of 
$270,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $57,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 
Manpower  Administration 
“Manpower  Development  and  Training  Activities”; 
(Release  of  $92,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”;  (Release  of  $313,000  reserved  under  this  appropri¬ 
ation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  $363,000,  of  which  $213,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  $142,000  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201,  and 
$8,000,  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Man¬ 
power  Development  and  Training  Activities”,  pursuant  to 
said  section  201;  (and  release  of  $50,000  reserved  under 
“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

“Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  salaries  and  ex- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 


50 


penses”,  (Increase  of  $865,000  in  the  amount  available  for 
administrative  expenses  and  release  of  $125,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Labor-Management  Eelations 

“Labor-Management  Services  Administration,  salaries 
and  expenses”,  (Eelease  of  $448,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  ; 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards 

WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDAJ^DS  ADMINISTRATION 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $152,000,  of  which  $100,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $52,000  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  amount  reseiwed  under  “Labor  Management 
Services  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to 
section  201 ;  (and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  under  “Wage 
and  Labor  Standards  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”; 
(Eelease  of  $992,000  reseiwed  imder  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Buri^au  of  Labor  Statistics 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000,  of  which  $87,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
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‘‘Office  of  the  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
(and  release  of  $700,000  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section 
201); 

Bureau  of  International  Labor  Affairs 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $14,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $60,000  reserved 
under  “Bureau  of  International  Labor  Affairs,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Office  op  the  Solicitor 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $21,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $200,000  reserved 
under  “Office  of  the  Solicitor,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Office  op  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $121,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $110,000  reserved 
under  “Office  of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 
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‘‘Federal  contract  compliance  and  civil  rights  program/^ 
$39,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release 
of  $3,000  reserved  under  “Federal  Contract  Compliance 
and  Civil  Eights  Program”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

POST  OFFICE  DEPAETMENT 
(Out  op  Postal  Fund) 

“Administration  and  regional  operations”;  (Eelease 
of  $2,107,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Eesearcb,  development,  and  engineering”,  $500,000; 

“Operations”,  $195,071,000,  and,  in  addition,  $62,- 
000,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Transportation”, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 
Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,787,000,  and,  in  addition, 
$750,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Cbamizal  settle¬ 
ment”,  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,  and  $83,000  from  “Eama  Eoad, 
Nicaragua” ; 


iNTERNATIONAIi  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  CONFERENCES 
“Missions  to  international  organizations”,  $153,000; 
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1  Inteenational  Commissions 

2  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United 

3  States  and  Mexico : 

4  ‘^Salaries  and  expenses”,  $43,000; 

5  “Operation  and  maintenance”,  $29,000 ; 

6  “American  sections,  international  commissions”, 

7  $19,000; 

8  Educational  Exchange 

9  “Mutual  educational  and  cultural  exchange  activities”, 

10  $425,000; 

11  Othbe 

12  “Migration  and  refugee  assistance”,  $26,000 ; 

13  DEPARTMENT  OE  TRANSPORTATION 

14  Office  of  the  Seceetaey 

15  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000; 

16  Coast  Guaed 

17  “Operating  expenses”,  $9,500,000;  (and  release  of 

18  $82,000  reserved  imder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 

19  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

20  “Acquisition,  construction  and  improvements” ;  (Release 

21  of  $51,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 

22  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

23  “Reserve  training”,  $900,000;  (and  release  of  $40,- 

24  000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 

25  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 
“Operations”,  $30,400,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  National  Capital  airports”, 

$220,000; 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
“Highway  beautification”,  $64,000; 

“Motor  carrier  safety”,  $68,000;  (and  release  of 
$22,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  piu'suant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 

“Limitation  on  general  expenses”,  (increase  of  $875,000 
in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses;  and 
release  of  $641,000  reserved  under  this  limitation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (release  of  $35,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Bureau  of  railroad  safety”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$83,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $257,000;  (and  release  of 
$134,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Btjeeau  of  Customs 

‘'Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,637,000;  (and  release  of 
$1,550,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Bureau  of  the  Mint 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Inteenai.  Revenue  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $425,000;  (and  release  of 
$564,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Revenue  accounting  and  processing”,  $4,500,000; 
“Compliance”,  $2,800,000;  (and  release  of  $20,360,- 
000  reserved  under  this  ap})ropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Treasurer 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $167,000;  (and  release  of 
$85,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

United  States  Secret  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,338,000; 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
“Operating  expenses.  Public  Buildings  Service”,  $3,- 
671,000;  (and  release  of  $677,000  reserved  imder  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
“Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records 
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Service”,  $300,000;  (and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364); 

“Operating  expenses.  Transportation  and  Connnunica- 
tions  Service”;  (Release  of  $5,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Operating  expenses.  Property  Management  and  Dis¬ 
posal  Service”;  (Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364); 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Administrator”,  $119,- 

000; 

“Administrative  operations  fund”;  (Release  of  $107,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 

“Medical  and  prosthetic  research”,  $1,168,000;  (and 
release  of  $362,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $589,000; 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
Ameeican  Battle  Monuments  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $33,000; 
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Arms  Control  and  Disai^mamrnt  Agency 
“Anns  control  and  disarmament  activities”,  (Release 
of  $15,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Civn.  Service  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,364,000;  (and  release  of 
$89,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $370,000; 

Farm  Credit  Administration 
“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses”,  (increase  of 
$97,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

Federal  Communications  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $970,000;  (and  release  of 
$16,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
“Limitation  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses”,  (Increase  of  $115,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  and  release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this 
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appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364); 

Federal  Maritime  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses’’,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$76,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $125,000;  (and  release  of 
$8,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Power  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $778,000; 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000; 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $818,000;  (and  release  of 
$382,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $20,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Commission  on  Product  Safety 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $25,000 ; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


59 


National  Laboe  Relations  Boaed 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $250,000;  (and  release  of 
$848,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Raileoad  Retieement  Boaed 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses”,  (Increase  of 
$516,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

R,enfx30tiation  Board 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $140,000; 

Secueities  and  Exchange  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $594,000;  (and  release  of 
$299,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Small  Business  Administeation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$265,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Smithsonian  Institution 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $695,000;  (and  release  of 
$125,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Gallery  of  Art”, 
$30,000;  (and  release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


60 


Tariff  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses’^  (release  of  $53,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $86,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

United  States  Information  Agency 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,500,000; 

DISTEICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
(Out  of  District  of  Columbia  Funds) 

“Parks  and  recreation”,  $322,000; 

“Health  and  welfare”,  $2,437,000; 

“Highways  and  traffic”,  $163,000,  of  which  $140,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund; 

“Sanitary  engineering”,  $227,000,  of  which  $99,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  water  fund,  $64,000  from  the 
sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $1,000  from  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund; 

“Personal  services,  wage-board  employees”,  $3,179,- 
000,  of  which  $200,300  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund,  $184,000  from  the  water  fund,  $169,000  from  the 
sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $2,000  from  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund. 
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Division  of  Expenses 

The  sums  appropriated  in  this  title  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for, 
be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET 

OUTLAYS 

Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget 
outlays)  of  the  Federal  Government  during  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000: 
Provided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  from  the  President’s  recommendations  thereon, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of 
such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending,  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly 
adjusted. 

(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall 
report  periodically  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on 
the  operation  of  this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which  begins  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  ses- 
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sion  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each 
calendar  quarter  thereafter. 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  502.  Except  where  specifically  increased  or  de¬ 
creased  elsewhere  in  this  Act,  the  restrictions  contained 
within  appropriations,  or  provisions  affecting  appropriations 
or  other  funds,  available  during  the  fiscal  year  1969,  limiting 
the  amounts  which  may  be  expended  for  personal  services,  or 
for  purposes  involving  personal  services,  or  amounts  which 
may  be  transferred  between  appropriations  or  authorizations 
available  for  or  involving  such  services,  are  hereby  increased 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  authorized 
by  or  pursuant  to  law. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  IMay  21,  1969. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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Parity  prices,. 
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Purchasing, 

Reclamation . . 
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Timber  yield. . 
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HOUSE 


1,  FOOD  STAMPS./ Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  proposed!  bill  to 

amend  the /Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended;  to  House  AgriculturXand  Senate 
Agricul1^>i!(re  and  Forestry  Committees,  pp,  H4605,  S6159 

2,  DISAST^  RELIEF.  Both  Houses  received  from  GAO  a  report  on  Federal  dis^ter 

ass^tance  to  State  and  local  governments.  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness, 
pp/  H4605,  S6159 


-2- 


:ONTRACTS.  Rep.  Podell  spoke  in  support  of  proposed  legislation  which  "calls 
^r  the  automatic  auditing  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  report  to 
t^  Congress  on  all  Government  contracts  that  are  late  in  delivery  or  with 
cos\  overruns  in  excess  . of  10  percent  of  the  agreed-upon  contract  price. 'yp, 


4.  INTEREST ''RATES .  Rep.  Vanik  stated  that  the  announcement  of  the  incre^e  in  the 
prime  int^est  rates  by  New  York  banks  provides  "clear  and  convinc^g  evidence 
that  the  si^tax  has  completely  failed  as  a  useful  tool  to  stem  tly 
inflation  anX  spiralling  interest  charges,"  pp,  H4593-4 


time  of 


5.  POSTAL  REFORM,  ^eps ,  Scott,  Edwards,  and  others  discussed  th^ 
the  proposed  postal  reform,  pp,  H4596-603 


pros  and  cons  of 


6,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep,  'H^uss  expressed  pleasure  that  Canad^  "our  major  trading 

partner,  taking  over  ^  billion  of  our  exports--is  low^ing  its  trade  barriers, 
rather  than  raising  the^'  and  that  it  is  also  the  CayWian  Government's  in¬ 
tention  to  liberalize  taXff  exemptions  for  residen^  returning  from  trips 
abroad,  pp.  H4603-4  \  / 


7.  HUNGER.  Rep.  Gonzalez  criticised  CBS'  presentation  of  "Hunger  in  America,"  and 


stated  "it  is  the  business  of  ^news  media  to/report  facts."  p.  H4604 


8,  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Both  Houses  receded  fr<^  the  Tariff  Commission  its  annual 

report  on  the  operation  of  the  trad\  agreements  program,  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  r96^  p.  H4605,  S6159 


APPROPRIATIONS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  11400,  second  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  for  fiscal  1969,  p.  D476 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Harr^  inserted  the  text  of\an  essay,  "What  Indian  Elec¬ 
tric  Cooperative  Means  to/Our  Community."  pp,  S60^-7 


11. 


RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen/ Pearson  inserted  a  statement  delivered  before  the 
University  of  Tennes^e  National  Seminar  on  Human  Habitation  regarding  the 
"importance  of  xwxaY  development"  and  the  relationship  between  rural  development 
goals  and  transportation  policies,  pp.  S6101-2 


12,  OCEANOGRAPHY,  ^n.  Magnuson  inserted  excerpts  from  the  prolog^f  a  report  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  ^tional  Academy  of  Sciences  and  National  Academy  Xf  Engineering 
under  the  t:^le,  "An  Oceanic  Quest."  pp,  S6105-6 


13. 


face 


IS 


ENVIRONMEM/AL  quality.  Sen.  Nelson  stated  the  "greatest  challenge" 
to  "assure  environmental  quality  for  all  Americans,"  pp.  S6106-16 

Sen/  Nelson  expressed  concern  about  the  threat  to  our  environment  from  the 
use  persistent  pesticides  and  inserted  an  article,  "Nature's  Expert  Hbinter 
May  Become  Extinct."  p.  S6117 

Sen.  Nelson  inserted  a  summary  of  the  results  of  a  2-year  national  pes tiX-de 
itudy.  pp.  S6142-57 
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Research. . 
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Retirement. . 
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Disaster  relief... . 4 
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Domestic  needs.... . 15 

Infomation. . , , 

Shoe  imports.,.. 

Economic  opportuni ty , , . . 10 

Interest  rates. 

. l\,19 

Supplemental 

Education . . . 13 
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7  ainvironment. , . . « .  ,3,21, 31 

Expend!  tures . ...li 

Fire  fighters . y28 

Food  and  drugs . 


L^eling. . . . . X2 

^and  So..o.ooo..........o2 

'Meat  inspection . .16 

Mink  imports. . 16 

Non-farm  income . 17 

Personnel,.... . 30,  32 


appropriations ......©ol 

Taxation. . . ,,,.11,17 

^Tobacco. . 8 

jer  fees,,,...,., . 34 

Wilderness . . . .33 

WilAlife . .........35 


HIGHLIGHTS:  ^nate  committee  voted  to  report  second  supplemental  ^appropriation  bill. 
House  commit^e  voted  to  report  Calif,  disaster  relief  bill. 


-  2  - 

SENATE 


1.  SUPPIv>^ENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  with  amendments  H,  R,  lliiOO,  the  second  supplmental  appropriation 
bill  (p.  DI488),  The  Committee  added  language  to  set  the  limitation  on 
fiscal  year  1970  outlays  at  $187*9  billion  and  exempt  so-called  uncontrollable 
outlays  including  fami  price  support  pajanents  (CCC).  At  the  end  of  this 
Digest  is  a  table  reflecting  Committee  action  on  items  for  this  Department. 

The  bill  includes  the  following  provisions: 

"Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
(Jhjblic  Law  90-36U,  approved  June  28,  1968),  is  herebj'  repealed. 

"Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal 
Government  during  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall  not 
exceed  $187,900, CXDO, 000:  Provided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount  by  which  the  sum  of 
expenditures  and  net  lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than 
or  lesser  than  the  s\im  of  expenditures  and  net  Dmding  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  for  — 

"(1)  items  designated  'open-ended  programs  and  fixed  costs'  in 
the  table  appearing  on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document  numbered  91-1?,  part  1, 

Ninety -first  Congress)  j 

"(2)  the  item  designated  'Special  Southeast  Asia  support'  in  the 
table  appearing  on  page  27  of  that  budget;  and 
"(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  federally  impacted  areas, 
under  the  Acts  of  Sept.  23  and  Sept.  30,  1950  (20  U.S.C.,  Chs  13 
and  19) •” 


2.  LABELING.  The  "Daily  Digest"  J^ates  that  a  sub^mmittee  of  the  Commerce 

Committee  approved  for  full yCommittee  consideration  S.  1689,  to  require 
labeling  of  hazardous  toys/srid.  other  such  articled  intended  for  use  by 
children,  p.  dU88  /  \ 

3*  environment.  The  "Dail^'^igest"  states  that  a  subcommittee  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relatio^  Committee  approved  for  full  commmtee  consideration 
S.  Res.  78,  to  est^lish  a  Select  Committee  on  Technologjrtpid  the  Human 
Environment,  p.  ^88  \ 
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The  following  table  reflects  the  Committee's  action  on  items  for  this  Department:  Senate  Committee 

Bill- Compared 

Budget  House  Senate  Committee  with  Budget 

Estimate  a/  Action  a/  _ Action  a/  Estimate 


Calendar  No.  218 


9l8T  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

Ist  Session  j 

(  No.  91-228 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


June  11,  1969. — Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  the  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  February  7,  1969 


Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11400] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pmposes,  reports  the  same 
to  the  Senate  with  various  amendments  and  presents  herewith  in¬ 


formation  relative  to  the  changes  recommended: 

Amount  of  budget  estimates  to  Senate _ ‘  $4,  814,  305,  334 

Bill  as  passed  by  the  House _  3,  783,  212,  766 

Increases  over  House  bill  recommended  by  Senate 
committee _  673,  596,  878 

Decreases  under  budget  estimate  recommended  by 

Senate  committee  (net) _  357,495,690 

Total  Senate  Committee  Bill  as  reported _  4,  456,  809,  644 

*  Includes  $460,298,378  submitted  to  Senate  and  not  considered  by  House. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 


The  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969 
contains  five  titles. 

Title  I  relates  solely  to  military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia.  The 
committee  recommends  appropriations  of  $1,272  million  in  this  title 
for  the  Army,  Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force.  The  House 
made  a  reduction  of  $262,900,000  in  the  budget  estimates.  The 

30-304  o — 69 - 1 
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committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $38  million  over  the  House  bill 
together  with  a  transfer  of  an  additional  $8,910,000. 

Title  II  encompasses  program  items  for  many  of  the  departments 
of  Government  and  pay  cost  increases  in  those  instances  where  there 
is  also  a  program  item.  In  this  title,  the  committee  recommends 
appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $1,816,672,088,  an  increase  of 
$450,757,776  over  the  House  bill  and  a  reduction  of  $35,998,850  in 
the  budget  estimates. 

Title  III  of  the  bdl  is  devoted  exclusively  to  pay  cost  increases. 
The  committee  recommends  appropriations  in  the  amount  of 
$1,368,137,556  an  increase  of  $184,839,102  over  the  House  bill  and  a 
reduction  of  $96,596,840  under  the  budget  estimates. 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  contains  language  establishing  a  limitation  on  the 
ensuing  fiscal  year  1970  budget  outlays. 

Title  V,  the  final  title  in  the  bdl,  contains  “General  provisions,” 
customarily  carried  in  appropriation  bills. 

Following  this  brief  description  of  the  bill  is  a  tabulation,  giving  by 
title  and  chapter,  the  budget  estimate  figures  for  each  type  of  au¬ 
thority,  the  recommendations  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  amounts  recommended  by  the  Senate  committee. 

Although  the  amount  recommended  by  the  Senate  committee  in 
new  budget  authority  is  $673,596,878  over  the  House  bid,  it  must 
be  borne  in  mind  that  budget  estimates  to  the  Senate  totaled  $4,814,- 
305,334,  whereas  budget  estimates  considered  by  the  House  totaled 
$4,364,006,956,  a  difference  of  $450,298,378. 

Among  the  emergency  submissions  directly  to  the  Senate  were : 


Flood  control  and  prevention _ $29,  000,  000 

Subscription  to  the  Inter-American  Development  Association _  160,  000,  000 

Veterans’  pensions  and  readjustment  benefits _  172,  600,  000 

Veterans’  medical  care _  7,  611,  000 

Atomic  Energy  Commission  (fire  damage) _  45,  000,  000 


In  addition  to  items  totaling  over  $450  million  considered  by  the 
Senate  committee  after  the  House  committee  completed  its  hearings, 
the  Senate  committee  restored  House  reductions  in  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  various  titles  in  the  amount  of 
$222  million.  The  committee  was  advised  it  was  vitally  necessary  to 
restore  these  amounts  to  the  Defense  Department. 

The  increases  by  the  Senate  committee  are  to  a  very  large  degree 
either  programs  not  considered  by  the  House  because  of  timing  or  are 
for  urgent  Department  of  Defense  activities. 

The  House  considered  estimates  in  House  Documents  91-15,  50,  85, 
94,  98,  99  and  101.  In  addition,  the  Senate  Committee  considered 
Senate  Documents  91-18,  19,  21  and  22. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBUGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAI)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL— Continued 
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TITLE  I 

Department  of  Defense — Military 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 


Budget  estimates  (as  revised  in  H.  Doc.  91-94) _ *  $1,  496,  900,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  234,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  ^  1,  272,  000,  000 


‘  The  original  supplemental  estimates  submitted  in  H.  Doc.  No.  91-50  totaled  $1,331,500,000. 

2  And  in  addition  $8,910,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

The  committee  considered  revised  supplemental  estimates  totaling 
$1,496.9  million  for  the  support  of  military  operations  in  Southeast 
Asia,  and  recommends  appropriations  totaling  $1,272  million  and  the 
transfer  of  $8,910,000  to  provide  for  a  total  of  $1,280,910,000  for  this 
purpose.  The  total  recommended  appropriation  and  transfer  repre¬ 
sents  an  increase  of  $46,910,000  over  the  House  allowance,  and  a 
reduction  of  $215,990,000  in  the  revised  supplemental  estimates. 

The  amounts  of  the  revised  supplemental  estimates,  the  House 
allowances,  and  the  committee  recommendations  for  each  appropria¬ 
tion  involved  are  set  out  in  the  following  tabulation: 

ACTION  ON  SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIMATES  IN  TITLE  I 


Revised 

budget 

estimate 

House 

allowance 

Senate 

committee 

recommen¬ 

dation 

Military  personnei: 

Miiitary  personnei.  Army . . 

Miiitary  personnel.  Navy... . 

Military  personnel,  Air  Force. . 

....  $136,200,000 
....  21,500,000 

....  146,000,000 

$110,000,000 

14,500,000 

115,000,000 

$110,000,000 
21, 500, 000 
146,000,000 

Subtotal . . . . . . 

....  303,700,000 

239, 500, 000 

277,500,000 

Operation  and  Maintenance; 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Army . . 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps.. . . . 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force. . 

....  144,600,000 
....  24,300,000 

....  307,300,000 

96,310,000 
15, 390, 000 
242,700,000 

96,310,000 
U5, 390,000 
242,700,000 

Subtotal. . . . 

Procurement:  Procurement  of  equipment  and  missiles.  Army.... 

....  476,200,000 
....  717,000,000 

354,400,000 
640, 100, 000 

1354,400,000 
640, 100,000 

Total . 

...  1,496,900,000  1,234,000,000 

1,272,000,000 

'  And  in  addition  $8,910,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 


REQUIREMENT  FOR  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS 

The  supplemental  requests  are  required  to  fund  increases  in  the 
strength  of  the  Armed  Forces,  additional  deployments  of  United 
Forces  to  Southeast  Asia,  and  higher  operating  tempos  and  consump¬ 
tion  following  the  Tet  offensive  and  the  seizure  of  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo 
in  January  of  1968.  Funds  for  these  actions  were  not  included  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Act,  1969  (Public  Law  90- 
580).  Additional  funds  are  also  required  to  accelerate  the  program  to 
modernize  the  armed  forces  of  South  Vietnam. 

The  recommendations  of  the  committee  with  respect  to  funds  for 
the  support  of  militaiy  operations  in  Southeast  Asia  do  not  in  any 
way  constitute  a  basis  for  an  escalation  or  deescalation  of  combat 
operations  in  South  Vietnam. 
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MODERNIZATION  OP  THE  ARMED  FORCES  OP  SOUTH  VIETNAM 

The  recommendations  of  the  committee  include  $308.1  million  for 
the  accelerated  program  to  modernize  the  armed  forces  of  South 
Vietnam.  These  funds  and  $132  million  included  for  this  purpose  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Act,  1969,  and  $85.9  million 
being  made  available  through  the  reprograming  of  available  funds  will 
provide  for  a  total  of  $526  million  for  this  program  for  the  current 
fiscal  year.  The  budget  for  fiscal  year  1970  includes  $651.9  million 
for  this  purpose. 

Of  the  total  of  $526  million  to  be  made  available  for  this  program 
during  the  current  fiscal  year,  approximately  $490.2  million  is  for  phase 
I  of  the  program  which  is  designed  to  provide  the  maximum  feasible 
ground  combat  capability  for  the  South  Vietnamese  ground  forces. 
This  phase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  United  States  and 
North  Vietnam  wiQ  withdraw  their  forces  from  South  Vietnam  at 
some  indeterminate  date. 

MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

The  total  recommended  by  the  committee  for  the  support  of  military 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia  includes  $277.5  million  for  the  various 
military  personnel  appropriations,  which  represents  a  decrease  of 
$26.2  million  in  the  requests  and  an  increase  of  $38  million  over  the 
House  allowances.  It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  sum  recom¬ 
mended  will  be  required  to  support  the  increase  in  the  average  strength 
of  the  Armed  Forces  from  3,427,907,  funded  in  the  Department  of 
Defense  Appropriation  Act,  1969,  to  the  current  level  of  3,471,095 — 
an  increase  of  43,188;  and  the  cost  of  the  additional  53,000  personnel 
deployed  to  South  Vietnam  and  other  areas  of  Southeast  Asia  paid 
from  these  appropriations.  The  recommended  reduction  of  $26.2 
million  in  the  request  results  from  a  reduction  based  on  a  recent 
review  of  these  requirements  and  funds  available  for  these  require¬ 
ments. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

The  total  recommended  by  the  committee  for  the  support  of  military 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia  includes  $354,400,000  in  new  appropira- 
tions  and  $8,910,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  for  a  total  of  $363,310,000 
for  the  operation  and  maintenance  appropriations  of  the  Army, 
Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force.  The  total  recommended  (appropria¬ 
tion  and  transfer)  for  these  appropriations  represents  a  reduction  of 
$112,890,000  in  the  requests  totaling  $476.2  million  and  an  increase  of 
$8,910,000  in  the  House  allowances.  These  additional  funds  are  re¬ 
quired  for  the  support  of  the  additional  personnel  and  deployments 
referred  to  in  the  discussion  of  the  military  personnel  appropriations. 
Based  on  a  recent  review  of  these  additional  requirements,  it  is  the 
view  of  the  committee  that  the  sum  recommended  and  the  funds  that 
can  be  made  available  from  savings  in  other  programs  are  adequate. 

PROCUREMENT  OF  EQUIPMENT  AND  MISSILES,  ARMY 

The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  the  House  allowance  of 
$640.1  million  for  this  appropriation,  which  is  a  reduction  of  $76.9 
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million  in  the  supplemental  request  of  $717  million.  The  sum  recom¬ 
mended  is  for  the  following: 


Tracked  combat  vehicles _ $10,  100,  000 

Tactical  and  support  vehicles _  92,  700,  000 

Communications  and  electronics _  41,  400,  000 

Support  equipment _  56,  100,  000 

Ammunition _  419,  500,  000 

Production  base  support _  20,  300,  000 


Total _  640,  100,  000 


The  committee’s  recommendation  is  based  on  concurrence  in  the 
following  specific  House  reductions : 

Aircraft  and  aircraft  spares,  $62,200,000. — It  is  the  view  of  the 
committee  that  the  essential  requirements  included  in  this  request 
can  be  provided  within  the  funds  available  for  these  purposes. 

Quick  erectable  antennas,  $8,800,000. — It  is  the  view  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  funds  can  be  made  available  for  the  required  procurement 
of  this  item  from  available  resources  upon  the  completion  of  the 
engineering  test  program. 

Production  base  support,  $11,400,000. — The  facUities  included  in 
this  reduction  of  $11,400,000  will  again  be  reviewed  by  the  committee 
during  its  consideration  of  the  Department  of  Defense  appropriation 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

TITLE  II 

CHAPTER  I 

Department  of  Agriculture 

AGRICULTURE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 


1969  appropriation _ $86,  639,  500 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  1,  400,  000 

House  bill _  1,  400,  000 

Senate  committee  recommendation _  1,  400,  000 


The  committee  recommends  a  supplemental  appropriation  of 
$1,400,000  to  combat  the  serious  screw-worm  outbreak  which  has 
developed  in  the  Southwestern  United  States.  This  is  the  same  amount 
contained  in  the  House  bill  and  the  supplemental  estimate. 

Since  the  heavy  rains  occasioned  by  Hurricane  Beulah  late  in  the 
fall  of  1967,  weather  conditions  in  the  Southwestern  United  States 
and  northern  Mexico  have  been  very  favorable  for  the  propaga¬ 
tion  and  buildup  of  the  screw-worm  population.  By  late  1968,  the 
increase  in  screw-worm  population  reached  such  large  proportions 
that  it  became  necessary  to  step  up  the  production  of  flies  during  the 
period  of  the  year  in  which  there  is  normally  a  reduction  of  fly  produc¬ 
tion  and  release.  The  additional  expense  thus  incurred  resulted  in  the 
necessity  of  apportioning  the  funds  for  this  activity  on  a  deficiency 
basis.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notified  the  Congress  of  this  action 
on  March  20,  1969. 

The  funds  recommended  in  this  supplemental  will  allow  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  continue  producing  sterile  flies  at  the  rate  of  150  million  per 
week.  This  is  the  minimum  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  present 
threat  and  to  guard  against  further  infestation  from  Mexico. 
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The  committee  expects  that  Federal  funds  will  be  matched  by  State 
and  local  funds  for  the  eradication  of  outbreaks  occurring  north  of  the 
barrier  zone. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 
RETIREMENT  COSTS  FOR  EXTENSION  AGENTS 


1969  appropriation _ $97,  063,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  218,  000 

House  bill _  218,  000 

Senate  committee  recommendation _  218,  000 


The  Senate  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $218,000 
to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  costs  for  Extension  agents.  This  is 
the  same  amount  contained  in  the  House  bill  and  the  full  amount  of 
the  supplemental  estimate  contained  in  House  Document  91-94.  The 
fiscal  year  1969  appropriation  biU  for  the  Department  provided  $3 
million  for  salary  increases  for  Cooperative  Extension  agents.  These 
supplemental  funds  are  necessary  to  meet  the  increased  Federal  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  retirement  fund  resulting  from  that  action. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
FLOOD  PREVENTION 


1969  appropriation _ $20,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  *  4,  000,  000 

House  bill  (not  considered  by  House) _ _ 

Senate  committee  recommendation _  4,  000,  000 


>  S.  Doc.  91-18  proposed  $4,224,000,  of  which  $224,000  was  for  increased  pay  costs.  However,  House  bill 
contains  $224,000  for  this  purpose  in  title  II. 

The  committee  recommends  the  supplemental  estimate,  of  $4 
million  transmitted  to  the  Senate  in  Senate  Document  91-18,  to 
meet  the  costs  of  installing  emergency  conservation  measures  for 
runoff  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention  in  California  and  Nevada, 
under  section  216  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950. 

Serious  floods  which  occurred  in  California  in  January  1969  re¬ 
sulted  in  damages  exceeding  $425  million  and  caused  a  loss  directly 
or  indirectly  of  1 1 1  lives,  and  34  of  the  58  counties  in  California  have 
been  declared  disaster  areas. 

These  funds  are  urgently  needed  for  the  installation  of  emergency 
measures  such  as  channel  clearing  and  debris  removal,  repairing  of 
dams  and  streambank  stabilization,  reseeding,  and  other  practices 
to  prevent  further  serious  erosion  and  landslides.  In  Nevada,  there 
is  a  need  to  protect  a  critically  burned  area  in  Ash  Canyon,  Carson 
City,  Nev.,  by  reseeding  and  terracing. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

SUGAR  ACT 


1969  appropriation _ $82,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  7,  500,  000 

House  bill _  7,  500,  000 

Senate  committee  recommendation _  7,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  supplemental  appropriations  of 
$7,500,000  to  meet  payments  due  producers  under  the  Sugar  Act 
program.  These  additional  payments  are  necessary  because  the  1968 
crop  production,  upon  which  these  mandatory  payments  are  based, 
was  greater  than  earlier  estimates  pending  when  the  regular  1969 
appropriation  bill  was  enacted. 
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Sugar  payments  are  mandatory  to  domestic  producers  who  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  pay¬ 
ments  are  financed  from  a  tax  of  53.5  cents  per  100  pounds  on  all  beet 
and  cane  sugar  processed  or  imported  into  the  United  States.  To  date, 
these  tax  collections,  which  go  into  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury, 
have  exceeded  producer  payments  under  this  act  by  $594.9  million. 

FAEMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

EMERGENCY  CREDIT  REVOLVING  FUND 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  to  include 
language  in  this  bill  which  will  authorize  the  temporary  transfer  of 
$25  million  of  unobligated  funds  from  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  direct  loan  account  of  the  emergency  credit  revolving  fund. 

Recent  floods,  snows  and  other  natural  disasters  which  have  oc¬ 
curred  throughout  the  country  have  created  an  immediate  demand 
for  over  $10  million  of  emergency  farm  credit  in  excess  of  the  present 
limit  of  the  revolving  fund  and,  in  addition,  officials  of  the  Department 
inform  the  committee  that  emergency  credit  demands  during  the 
early  part  of  the  next  fiscal  year  are  expected  to  exceed  collections  to 
the  emergency  fund  by  $15  million. 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  111,  reported  April  22,  1969,  proposes  to 
meet  the  same  objective  as  the  recommended  language  by  authorizing 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  advance  up  to  $25  million  to 
the  emergency  credit  revolving  fund.  The  Department  filed  a  report 
on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  111,  and  stated  that  in  view  of  the  language 
contained  in  the  pending  supplemental  appropriation  biU,  they  would 
not  need  separate  legislative  authority  to  borrow  money  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Language  in  the  bill  requires  the 
direct  loan  account  to  be  repaid  from  future  repayments  to  the 
emergency  credit  revolving  fund. 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Under  title  HI  of  the  bill,  the  committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$28,030,000  for  increased  pay  costs  of  the  Department  during  fiscal 
year  1969.  Of  this  amount,  $12,605,000  is  provided  by  supplemental 
appropriations  contained  in  this  bill,  $10,243,000  is  provided  by  the 
release  of  reserves  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $5,182,000  is 
provided  by  transfers  among  funds  within  the  Department. 

The  total  amount  provided  by  appropriated  funds  is  $1,347,000 
below  the  supplemental  estimates  and  $300,000  below  the  amount 
recommended  in  the  House  bill. 

The  amount  provided  by  release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves  is 
$500,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  estimates,  and  the  | 
same  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  bill  represents  a  net  decrease  of  $847,000  under  the 
budget  estimate  and  $300,000  under  the  House  bill. 
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CHAPTER  II 

Department  of  Defense — Military 

RESERVE  PERSONNEL,  NAVY 


1969  appropriation _ $125,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  8,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  150,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  150,  000 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $4,150,000,  a 
reduction  of  $4,350,000  from  the  budget  estimate.  Of  the  amount 
recommended,  $1  million  is  for  per  diem  of  reservists  and  Reserve 
officer  candidates  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-168  and  $3,150,000 
is  for  unabsorbed  additional  costs  of  the  military  pay  raise,  effective 
July  1,  1968. 

RESERVE  PERSONNEL,  MARINE  CORPS 


1969  appropriation _ $31,  100,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  9,  900,  000 

Revised  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  6,  800,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  6,  400,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $6,400,000  for  this  appropriation,  an 
increase  of  $1,900,000  over  the  House  allowance  and  a  reduction  of 
$400,000  from  the  revised  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94). 
The  increase  over  the  House  is  deemed  necessary  to  maintain  the 
present  approved  Reserve  manpower  program.  Of  the  increase,  $800,- 
000  is  for  the  funding  of  the  military  pay  raise  authorized  by  Public 
Law  90-207,  $300,000  is  for  per  diem  costs  authorized  by  Puolic  Law 
90-168,  and  $800,000  is  for  funding  an  increase  in  the  average  strength 
as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-500.  Of  the  total  amount  recom¬ 
mended,  $300,000  is  for  the  per  diem  payments,  $1,600,000  is  for  the 
pay  increase,  and  $4,500,000  is  for  the  maintenance  of  the  average 
strength. 

RETIRED  PAY,  DEFENSE 


1969  appropriation _ $2,  275,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate,  H.  Doc.  91-50 _  175,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  175,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  175,  000,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  of  $175  million, 
the  budget  estimate.  Of  this  amount,  $162  million  is  required  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  cost-of-living  increases  in  retired  pay,  the  first  effective  April 
1,  1968,  and  the  second  effective  February  1,  1969,  and  an  increase  of 
approximately  13,816  in  the  average  number  of  retired  personnel 
expected  to  be  on  the  rolls  during  fiscal  year  1969.  The  additional  $13 
million  is  attributable  to  the  military  pay  increases  effective  July  1, 
1968,  for  those  military  personnel  who  have  retired  after  that  date. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  NAVY 


1969  appropriation _ $5,  356,  200,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  26,  100,  000 

House  allowance _  20,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  20,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  the  House  allowance 
of  $20  million  for  this  appropriation,  a  reduction  of  $6,100,000  from 
the  revised  budget  estimate.  The  entire  amoimt  is  for  the  civilian 
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pay  raise  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-206  and  represents  that 
portion  of  the  pay  increase  that  cannot  be  absorbed. 

The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  House  action  in  deny¬ 
ing  the  request  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  which  would  have 
reduced  the  floor  placed  on  the  maintenance  of  real  property  facilities 
from  $155,600,000  to  $138,600,000.  Continued  deferred  maintenance 
incurring  increased  backlogs  of  repair  are,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
committee,  false  economy.  It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the 
funds  appropriated  specifically  for  this  purpose  should  be  obhgated 
for  this  purpose. 

Procurement  of  T-39  aircraft 

In  February  of  this  year  the  committee  disapproved  the  request 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  to  use  available  funds  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Navy”  for  the  lease  of  four 
T-39  type  aircraft  for  the  Navy’s  “rapid  response  airlift”  mission.  It 
is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  a  lease  with  an  option  to  purchase 
is  not  the  proper  procurement  procedure  for  the  purchase  of  aircraft 
which  are  required  by  the  services. 

The  committee  suggests  that  this  matter  be  resubmitted  for  the 
outright  purchase  of  these  aircraft  through  the  reprograming  of 
available  funds  in  the  appropriation  “Procurement  of  aircraft  and 
missiles.  Navy.” 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  MARINE  CORPS 


1969  appropriation _ $435,  700,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  4,  600,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  600,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  i  3,  600,  000 


» And  in  addition  $1,000,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  the  House  allowance 
of  $3,600,000  for  this  appropriation  but  provides  an  additional  $1 
million  to  be  derived  by  transfer  to  provide  for  a  total  of  $4,600,000. 
The  total  recommended  is  required  to  provide  for  the  pay  increases  for 
civilian  employees  effective  July  1,  1968. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  in  denying  the  request 
of  the  Marine  Corps  to  reduce  the  floor  placed  on  the  maintenance  of 
real  property  facilities  from  $22,661,000  to  $21,161,000.  It  does  so 
for  the  same  reasons  as  indicated  above  in  connection  with  a  similar 
request  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD 


1969  appropriation _ $264,  664,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  13,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  10,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  *  10,  000,  000  j 


>  And  in  addition  $3,000,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  the  House  allowance  of 
$10  million  for  this  appropriation  but  provides  an  additional  $3  million 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  for  a  total  of  $13  million,  which  is  an  increase 
of  $3  million  over  the  sum  included  in  the  House  bill.  Of  the  increase 
recommended  $1,400,000  is  required  as  a  result  of  the  federalization  of 
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National  Guard  technicians  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-486  and 
$1,600,000  is  for  authorized  pay  increases  to  civilian  personnel.  Of 
the  total  recommended  $5,400,000  is  the  federalization  of  National 
Guard  technicians  and  $7,600,000  is  for  civihan  pay  increases. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD 


1969  appropriation _ $267,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  15,  682,  000 

House  allowance _  8,  800,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  ^8,  800,  000 


•  And  in  addition  $5,377,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

The  committee  recommends  concurrence  in  the  House  allowance  of 
$8,800,000  for  this  appropriation  but  provides  an  additional  $5,377,000 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  for  a  total  of  $14,177,000 — an  increase  of 
$5,377,000  over  the  House  allowance.  Of  the  increase  provided,  $2 
million  is  necessary  to  repair  the  aircraft  apron  and  taxiway  at  Gulf¬ 
port,  Miss.,  used  in  connection  with  Southeast  Asia  support,  which 
have  deteriorated  to  a  hazardous  condition;  $1,228,000  is  needed  for 
maintenance  and  repair  of  Air  National  Guard  F-102  air  defense 
fighter  aircraft;  $1,399,000  is  required  for  resupply  of  units  returning  to 
National  Guard  status  after  the  active  duty  callup  in  connection  with 
the  Tet  offensive  and  the  Pueblo  incident;  and  $750,000  is  needed  to 
fund  facility  repair  projects. 

GENERAI.  PROVISIONS  (SECTION  201) 

The  committee  recommends  deletion  of  section  201  of  the  House 
bill  which  provides: 

Sec.  201.  Deficiencies  incurred  under  the  terms  of  section 
3732  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.S.C.  11), 
shall  not  exceed  the  amounts  of  the  estimates  in  House 
Documents  Numbered  91-50  and  91-94,  or  the  amounts 
provided  herein,  whichever  is  lower,  for  each  such  authorized 
purpose. 

It  was  the  view  of  the  committee  that  it  is  too  late  in  the  fiscal  year 
to  impose  any  meaningful  restriction  on  fiscal  year  1969  obligations 
incurred  pursuant  to  the  authority  in  section  3732  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (41  U.S.C.  11).  Furthermore,  the  Department  of  Defense 
advised  the  committee  that  procedures  had  been  established  to  assure 
that  all  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  the  authority  in  section  3732 
of  the  Revised  Statute  could  be  liquidated  from  available  funds  and 
the  funds  recommended  in  this  bill,  and  that  there  will  be  no  requests 
in  the  future  for  funds  for  the  liquidation  of  such  obligations. 

CHAPTER  HI 
District  of  Columbia 

FEDERAL  PAYMENT 


1969  appropriation _ $79,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  11,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  10,  365,  000 

Restoration  requested _  -|-98,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  365,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10,365,000  in  the  Federal 
payment.  This  additional  amount,  which  is  the  House  allowance,  will 
provide  a  total  federal  payment  of  $89,365,000  of  the  $90  rnillion 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1969  to  help  defray  expenses  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  government  that  are  payable  from  the  general  fund 
account. 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL  OUTLAY 


1969  appropriation _ $65,  125,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  18,  736,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  18,  736,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  request  for  a  federal  loan  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay  in  the  amount  of  $18,736,000. 
This  sum  will  provide  initial  construction  funds  for  the  rapid  rail 
transit  system. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FUNDS 
GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _ $32,  819,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  1,  070,  000 

House  allowance _  975,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  975,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $975,000  for  general  operating  expenses. 
This  sum  includes  funds  for  unabsorbable  pay  increases  provided 
by  Public  Law  90-206  ($845,000),  and  the  school  transit  subsidy 
($130,000)  as  provided  by  Public  Law  84-320  and  Public  Law  87-507. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 


1969  appropriation _ $104,  599,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-99) _  10,  457,  000 

House  allowance _  10,  034,  000 

Restoration  requested _  +98,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  034,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  a  total  of 
$10,034,000  for  public  safety. 

Included  in  the  total  sum  is  $8,098,000  in  unabsorbable  pay  costs 
and  $15,000  in  retirement  pay.  The  former  amount  includes  increases 
provided  for  civilians  by  Public  Law  90-206  ($1,266,000)  and  for  fire¬ 
men  and  policemen  under  Public  Law  90-320  ($6,748,000) ;  and  for 
the  courts  under  Public  Law  90-579  ($84,000). 

Also  included  is  $1,302,000  for  fire  and  police  overtime  ($1,175,000) 
and  increased  court  costs  ($127,000).  These  costs  relate  to  civil 
disturbances  in  April  and  May  1968  and  were  authorized  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  under  authority  of  31  U.S.C.  665  (e)(1)(B). 

Also  recommended  is  $190,000  for  police  overtime  (November  29 
through  December  24,  1968)  as  authorized  by  the  Commissioner. 

Also  recommended  is  $429,000  to  improve  the  city’s  correctional 
system.  This  sum  includes  funds  for  overtime  and  unabsorbable  losses 
occasioned  in  connection  with  disturbances  at  correctional  institutions 
($300,000);  initiation  of  four  of  a  projected  total  of  10  community 
based  centers  for  the  work  release  program  ($47,500);  continuation 
of  inservice  training  for  correctional  officers  $34,000) ;  a  total  of  47 
new  correctional  personnel  at  the  District  of  Columbia  jail  and  the 
women’s  detention  center  ($32,500);  and  improved  health  services 
($15,000).  Language  has  been  added  to  the  bill  to  extend  the  avail- 
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ability  until  September  30,  1969,  of  funds  for  the  Department  of 
Corrections  to  establish  new  community  based  rehabilitation  centers, 
hire  new  correctional  personnel,  and  provide  for  improved  health 
services.  In  carrying  out  the  work  release  program,  the  committee 
strongly  recommends  that  caution  be  used  to  carefully  screen  all 
individuals  approved  for  housing  in  the  four  community  based  centers. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  reductions  made  by  the  House  for 
the  support  of  judges  authorized  but  not  yet  appointed  to  the  court 
of  general  sessions,  and  after  ascertaining  the  adequacy  of  facilities 
presently  available,  it  does  not  favorably  recommend  at  this  time 
allowance  of  the  appeal  of  $98,000  which  represents  a  portion  of 
these  funds. 

EDUCATION 


1969  appropriation _ $108,  676,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  13,  931,  000 

House  allowance _  13,  931,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  13,  931,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  the  full 
amount  of  $13,931,000  for  Education. 

The  total  sum  includes  increases  provided  for  civilian  pay  increases 
under  Public  Law  90-206  ($285,000);  for  teachers  under  Public  Law 
90-319  ($12,800,000);  and  for  changes  in  the  public  school  food 
services  program  brought  about  by  Public  Law  90-640  ($846,000). 

HEALTH  AND  WELFARE 


1969  appropriation _ $121,  356,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-99) _  111,  000 

House  allowance _  111,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  111,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  the  full 
amount  of  $111,000  for  health  and  welfare.  This  sum  provides  for 
reallocating  new  nursing  positions  pursuant  to  new  standards  issued 
by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

SANITARY  ENGINEERING 


1969  appropriation _  $30,  735,  OoO 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-99) _  252,  000 

House  allowance _  252,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  252,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  the  full 
amount  of  $252,000  for  sanitary  engineering.  This  sum  provides  for 
increased  pay  costs  brought  about  by  reclassification  of  positions. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS 


1969  appropriation _ $28,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-99) _  50,  000 

House  allowance _  50,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  50,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  the  full 
amount  of  $50,000  for  settlement  of  claims  and  suits  not  in  excess  of 
$250  and  approved  by  the  Commissioner  in  accordance  with  existing 
legislation. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 


1969  Appropriation _ _ _  $109,  100,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  $18,  736,  000 

House  allowance _  (*) 

Committee  recommendation _  18,  736,  000 


'  Not  considered. 

30-304  0—69 - 2 
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The  committee  recommends  $18,736,000  in  capital  outlay.  This 
sum,  when  added  to  matching  funds  presently  available,  will  provide 
for  continuation  of  engineering  and  design  work  and  permit  initiation 
of  construction  of  the  rapid  rail  transit  system. 

CHAPTER  IV 

Foreign  Operations — Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare 

SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICE 
ASSISTANCE  TO  REFUGEES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 


1969  appropriations  to  date _ $69,  774,  000 

Supplemental  estimate _  2,  853,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  700,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  (2,  700,  000) 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  allowance  of  the  House,  but  dis¬ 
agrees  with  the  method  of  funding  employed  by  the  House  for  this 
item.  Since  there  are  unobligated  funds  which  were  heretofore  made 
available  by  the  Congress  to  finance  programs  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development,  the  committee  felt  that  a  portion  of  these 
unobligated  balances  should  be  used  to  fund  the  supplemental  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Cuban  refugee  program.  Consequently,  the  committee 
has  stricken  the  $2,700,000  of  new  obligational  authority  granted  by 
the  House  and,  in  lieu  thereof,  has  included  language  which  provides 
that  the  $2,700,000  is  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriations  for 
^‘Economic  Assistance,”  fiscal  year  1969,  of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development. 

The  sum  recommended  by  the  committee  is  $153,000  below  the 
budget  estimate  contained  in  House  Document  50,  and  the  amount 
was  not  appealed  by  the  Department.  In  fact,  subsequent  to  the 
House  markup  of  the  bill,  the  Department  informed  the  committee 
that  the  aforesaid  reduction  would  be  absorbed  out  of  the  student 
loan  program. 

The  amount  provided  by  the  committee  will  furnish  financing 
for  the  unanticipated  welfare  costs  of  the  refugees  resettled  outside  of 
Miami,  Fla.;  for  the  increased  per-pupil  rates  for  Cuban  children 
in  the  Dade  Country,  Fla.,  school  system;  and  for  the  costs  of  trans¬ 
porting  refugees  from  Cuba  to  Miami. 

The  committee  was  concerned  that  heretofore  no  effort  has  been 
made  to  obtain  reimbursement  from  refugees  for  the  costs  of  their 
transportation  and  the  $42  transitional  allowance  which  is  given  to 
certain  refugees.  In  this  connection,  the  subcommittee  chairman  inter- 
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rogated  Deputy  Administrator,  Mr.  Joseph  V.  Meyers.  An  excerpt, 
from  page  306  of  the  hearings  on  the  bill,  concerning  this  matter 
follows : 

Senator  Byrd.  Why  shouldn’t  those  who  are  later  em¬ 
ployed  be  required  to  pay  back  the  original  allowance  of  $42 
and  also  their  transportation  costs?  It  seems  to  me  that  a 
person  who  is  eager  to  get  out  of  Cuba  would  be  glad  to  pay 
transportation  costs  once  he  gets  employment. 

Mr.  Meyers.  It  certainly  is  a  possibility.  Senator.  We  had 
not  thought  it  was  indicated  in  the  program  heretofore,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  not  given  to  anyone  who  is  not  in  need  at  the 
time.  We  probably  could  set  up  some  sort  of  a  program 
which  would  require  aperson  torepay,  just  as  a  loan,  but  we 
have  not  considered  these  as  loans;  they  have  been  outright 
grants. 

Senator  Byrd.  WeU,  what  would  be  the  obstacle  to  con¬ 
sidering  such  a  program? 

Mr.  Meyers.  I  think  it  is  something  we  can  take  a  look 
at.  Most  of  the  people,  particularly  those  in  this  later  air¬ 
lift  era,  don’t  have  high  earnings.  So  I  am  not  sure  how  much 
potential  there  would  be  in  establishing  a  loan  program;  that 
is  one  of  the  things.  It  would  also  be  quite  a  problem  in  terms 
of  the  administrative  problems  involved;  but  I  don’t  dis¬ 
count  the  possibility,  and  certainly  it  is  something  we  can 
take  a  look  at. 

The  committee  feels  that  a  real  effort  should  be  made  to  explore 
the  possibilities  of  establishing  the  necessary  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  to  effect  reimbursement  of  the  transportation  and  transitional 
allowances  of  Cuban  refugees.  The  committee  is  not  unaware  of  the 
problems  involved,  including  those  in  the  field  of  foreign  policy, 
nevertheless,  it  feels  that  some  method  should  be  devised  to  permit 
our  Government  to  recover  these  costs. 

Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 
SUBSCRIPTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 


1969  appropriations  to  date _  None 

Supplemental  estimate _ $160,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  0) 

Committee  recommendations _  160,  000,  000 


•  Not  considered  by  the  House. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $160  million,  the 
budget  estimate,  for  payment  of  the  first  installment  of  the  second 
replenishment  of  the  resources  of  the  International  Development 
Association  (IDA). 
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Since  this  item  was  not  considered  by  the  House,  it  was  necessary 
for  the  committee  to  include  the  following  amendment  in  the  bill : 

On  page  7,  after  line  14,  insert  the  following: 

Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 
SUBSCRIPTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

For  payment  of  the  first  installment  of  the  United  States 
share  of  the  1969-71  increase  in  the  resources  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association,  as  authorized  by  law, 
$160,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

H.R.  33,  which  authorized  U.S.  participation,  to  the  extent  of  $480 
million,  in  the  second  replenishment  of  the  resources  of  IDA  aggre¬ 
gating  $1.2  bilhon,  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  March  12 
of  this  year.  The  bill  passed  the  Senate  without  amendment  on  May 
14,  and  an  official  estimate,  contained  in  Senate  Document  No.  91-19, 
covering  the  first  of  three  equal  installments  in  the  amount  of  $160 
million,  was  received  by  the  committee  on  May  21. 

Through  fiscal  year  1968,  a  total  of  $632,290,000  had  been  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  for  the  use  of  IDA.  Of  this  sum,  $320,290,000 
covered  our  Nation’s  initial  subscription  to  IDA,  which  was  authorized 
by  Public  Law  86-565,  approved  June  30,  1960.  The  amount  due 
under  the  initial  subscription  was  payable  in  five  installments,  the 
last  of  which  being  paid  in  November  1964. 

In  1964,  18  member  countries  of  IDA  agreed  to  add  $750  miffion  to 
its  resources  through  supplementary  contributions  payable  in  equal 
annual  installments  during  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  and  1968.  The 
U.S.  share  of  this  so-called  first  replenishment  of  IDA  was  $312 
mffiion,  payable  in  installments  of  $104  miffion  each  over  the  3 
aforementioned  years. 

CHAPTER  V 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 

OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS 
SALARIKS  AND  EXPENSES,  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 


1969  appropriation _  $1,  675,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  777,  000 

House  allowance _  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  777,  000 


The  committee  recommends  restoration  of  $277,000,  to  provide 
the  full  amount  of  the  supplemental  request  of  $777,000  to  support 
frequency-sharing  experimentation  between  communication  satellite 
and  terrestrial  microwave  systems,  which  is  urgently  required  in 
order  to  safeguard  U.S.  interests  in  forthcoming  international  negotia¬ 
tions. 

The  committee  is  advised  that  while  the  experimentations  will  add 
data  to  the  multiagency,  multipurpose  project  which  involves  NASA, 
FCC,  DOD,  Commerce,  and  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology, 
the  particular  measurements  sought  would  not  be  available  through 
any  other  source  in  or  out  of  the  Government. 
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The  committee  is  further  advised  that  the  estimate  of  $777,000 
is  the  minimum  amount  required  for  the  experimentations,  that  there 
is  no  duplication  of  effort  involved  with  any  other  Government  agency, 
and  no  other  funding  is  available  for  this  purpose. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
DISASTER  BELIEF 


1969  appropriation _ $10,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  35,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  35,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  35,  000,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  recomjnendation  of  the 
full  amount  of  the  supplemental  estimate  of  $35  million  required  to 
provide  relief  for  areas  devastated  by  natural  disasters  which  occurred 
early  in  1969. 

Independent  Offices 

FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $16,  300,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Docs.  91-50,  91-94) _  650,  000 

Release  of  reserves _  (81,000) 

House  allowance _  600,  000 

Release  of  reserves _ _  (81,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  600,  000 

Release  of  reserves _  (81,  000) 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $600,000  and  the 
release  of  $81,000  held  in  reserve  under  Public  Law  90-364  for  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  Commission.  The  amount  is  $50,000  less  than  the 
supplemental  request. 

The  committee  recommends  that  funds  be  available  until  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1969. 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _ $400,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  Language 

House  allowance _  Denied 

Committee  recommendation _  Language 


The  committee  recommends  restoration  of  the  language  denied  by 
the  House  wherein  the  Foundation  may  purchase  a  replacement 
aircraft. 

The  committee  is  advised  that  the  loss  of  the  aircraft  which  crashed 
into  Lake  Superior  last  October  (Beechcraft  Queen  Air  A-80)  has 
seriously  disrupted  ongoing  research  projects  and,  unless  a  replace¬ 
ment  aircraft  is  obtained  soon,  important  atmospheric  research 
projects  planned  for  this  summer  will  have  to  be  canceled. 

The  committee  is  further  advised  that  the  two  Government-owned 
aircraft  currently  in  use  by  the  Foundation  are  a  DeHavdland  Buffalo 
and  a  North  American  Sabreliner  jet,  which  are  not  suitable  for  the 
research  involved;  and  the  leased  Queen  Air  does  not  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  research  projects.  The  cost  of  replacement  with  a  Queen 
Air  B-80  plus  avionics,  instrumentation,  and  modification  is  estimated 
at  $296,000,  for  which  funds  are  available. 


22 


SELECTIVE  SERVICE  SYSTEM 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $63,  568,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  3,  139,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  573,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  139,  000 


The  committee  recommends  restoration  of  $566,000,  to  provide  the 
full  amount  of  the  supplemental  estimate  of  $3,139,000  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  adjusting  the  workload  from  240,000  inductions  to 
260,000  due  to  revised  Department  of  Defense  estimates  and  to  cover 
the  increased  statutory  pay  costs  for  civilian  and  military  personnel. 

The  committee  has  been  further  advised  that  no  new  full-time 
positions  will  be  filled.  The  $566,000  restoration  includes  93  man- 
years  with  an  accompanying  $41,000  for  personnel  benefits.  The 
highly  decentralized  local  board  operations  do  not  require  full-time 
permanent  positions  but  results  in  longer  hours  for  part-time  boards, 
temporary  intermittent  employees,  and  occasional  overtime  for  full¬ 
time  employees. 

veterans’  administration 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 


1969  appropriation _ $4,  654,  336,  000 

Supplemental  estimates : 

H.  Doc.  91-50 _  179,  000,  000 

S.  Doc.  91-18 _  ‘97,  600,  000 

House  allowance  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  179,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  276,  600,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $276,600,000,  to  include  the  House 
allowance  of  $179  million,  and  an  additional  amount  of  $97,600,000 
which  was  not  considered  by  the  House.  The  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  the  full  amount  of  the  revised  supplemental  request. 

The  amendment  in  the  amount  of  $97,600,000  is  required  for  the 
payment  of  veterans’  benefits  as  a  result  of  newly  enacted  legislation, 
as  well  as  unanticipated  caseload  increases. 

READJUSTMENT  BENEFITS 


1969  appropriation _  $612,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimates : 

H.  Doc.  91-50 _  14,  200,  000 

S.  Doc.  91-18 _  75,  000,  000 

House  allowance  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  14,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  89,  200,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $89,200,000,  to  include  the  House 
allowance  of  $14,200,000,  and  an  additional  amount  of  $75  million 
which  was  not  considered  by  the  House.  The  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  the  full  amount  of  the  revised  supplemental  request. 

The  amendment  in  the  amount  of  $75  million  is  required  for  the 
payment  of  educational  benefits  that  arise  by  operation  of  law  and 
are  not  administratively  controllable.  The  average  training  load  is 
higher  than  anticipated  and  the  average  unit  cost  is  higher  than 
planned. 
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MEDICAL  CARE 


1969  appropriation _ $1,  420,  264,  000 

Supplemental  estimates: 

(H.  Doc.  91-50) _  46,  189,  000 

and  release  of  reserves _  (15,  167,  000) 

(S.  Doc.  91-18) _  7,  611,  000 

House  allowance  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  46,  189,  000 

Release  of  reserves _  (15,  167,  800) 

Committee  recommendation _  53,  800,  000 

Release  of  reserves _  (15,  167,  800) 


The  committee  recommends  $53,800,000  and  the  release  of  $15,167,- 
800  held  in  reserve  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  90-364.  This 
includes  the  House  allowance  of  $46,189,000  and  the  release  of 
$15,167,800  held  in  reserve  plus  an  additional  amount  of  $7,611,000 
which  was  not  considered  by  the  House.  The  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  the  fuU  amount  of  the  revised  supplemental  request. 

The  original  request  was  to  meet  increased  costs  due  to  unanticipated 
workload  increases  and  the  amendment,  an  increase  of  $7,611,000 
covers  the  added  cost  of  wage  board  pay  increases. 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _ $195,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  12,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  12,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  000,  000 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $12  million  for 
general  operating  expenses  of  the  administration,  a  reduction  of 
$500,000  below  the  supplemental  request. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 


RENEWAL  AND  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 


COLLEGE  HOUSING 


1969  appropriation  (contract  authority) _  ($3,  000,  000) 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  (4,  500,  000) 

House  allowance _  (2,  500,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (2,  500,  000) 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $2,500,000  in 
contract  authority  for  debt  service  grants  for  privately  financed 
private  loans  for  college  housing.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $2  million 
below  the  supplemental  request. 


LOW-RENT  PUBLIC  HOUSING  ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS 


1969  appropriation _ 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50): 

For  1968 _ 

For  1969 _ 

House  allowance: 

For  1968 _ 

For  1969 _ 

Committee  recommendation: 

For  1968 _ 

For  1969 _ 


$350,  000,  000 

7,  168,  000 
16,  000,  000 

7,  168,  000 
16,  000,  000 

7,  168,  000 
16,  000,  000 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $7,168,000  in 
low-rent  public  housing  contributions  for  1968  and  $16  million  for 
contributions  in  1969.  The  recommendation  is  the  full  amount  of  the 
supplemental  request  to  meet  Federal  commitments  under  contracts 
with  local  housing  authorities. 
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MORTGAGE  CREDIT 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 


1969  appropriation  (payments) _  $7,  000,  000 

Contract  authority: 

For  sec.  235 _  (25,  000,  000) 

For  sec.  236 _  (25,  000,  000) 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) : 

Sec.  235 _  (50,  000,  000) 

Sec.  236 _  (50,  000,  000) 

House  allowance: 

Sec.  235 _  (40,  000,  000) 

Sec.  236 _  (40,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation: 

Sec.  235 _  (50,  000,  000) 

Sec.  236 _  (50,000,000) 


The  committee  recommends  restoration  of  $10  million  in  contract 
authority  to  provide  the  full  amount  of  the  supplemental  request  of 
$50  million  in  contract  authority  for  the  homeownership  assistance 
program  under  section  235  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1968  and  a  further  restoration  of  $10  million  in  contract  authority 
to  provide  the  full  amount  of  the  supplemental  request  of  $50  million 
in  contract  authority  for  rental  housing  assistance  under  section  236 
of  the  act. 

DEPARTMENTAL  MANAGEMENT 
PAYMENT  OF  PARTICIPATION  SALES  INSUFFICIENCIES 


1969  appropriation _  $47,  638,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  4,  836,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  denial  of  the  budget  estimate 
of  $4,836,000  for  payment  of  participation  sales  insuflBciencies  until 
accurate  determination  can  be  made  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year. 


FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

1969  appropriation _ 

Supplemental  estimate  (House  Doc.  91-50) _ 

House  allowance _ 

Committee  recommendation _ 


$2,  000,  000 
2,  000,  000 
0 

1,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  restoration  of  $1  million — a  reduction 
of  $1  million  from  the  supplemental  estimate. 

The  committee  has  been  advised  that  the  funds  will  not  be  used 
to  hire  additional  personnel  but  for  educational  and  assistance 
efforts,  directed  to  State  and  local  bodies  and  to  nongovernmental 
associations,  to  strengthen  their  capacity  for  carr3dng  out  a  fair 
housing  program. 

CHAPTER  VI 


Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOURCES 


Appropriation,  1969 _ _ _ $50,751,000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  12,  213,  000 

House  allowance _  12,  213,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  213,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $12,213,000,  in¬ 
cluding  a  transfer  from  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Adminis¬ 
tration  of  $1,803,000.  In  addition,  the  committee  recommends  the 
release  of  $275,000  from  reserves  established  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
90-364. 

Of  this  amount,  $10,860,000  is  to  cover  costs  of  emergency  fire 
suppression  and  rehabilitation  of  burned-over  lands  during  the  1968 
fire  season  and  similar  anticipated  expenses  during  the  remainder  of 
the  current  fiscal  year;  and  $1,628,000  is  to  meet  increased  pay  and 
related  costs  as  a  result  of  Public  Law  90-206. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $142,  145,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  5,  624,  000 

House  allowance _  0) 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  781,  000 


■  Not  considered. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,781,000  to 
meet  unanticipated  increases  in  the  costs  of  general  assistance  grants 
and  child  welfare  assistance  in  the  social  service  program  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs. 

Title  III  of  this  bill  provides  an  increase  of  $2,843,000  as  well  as  a 
release  of  $415,000  from  reserves  established  by  Public  Law  90-364  to 
meet  pay  costs. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  overspent  its  appropriation  for 
welfare  and  guidance  services  by  an  estimated  $2,781,000.  In  spite  of 
the  existence  of  committee  directives  requiring  notice  to  and  approval 
by  the  committee  of  reprograming  of  funds,  the  committee  was  not 
aware  of  this  overspending  until  the  supplemental  budget  estimate 
was  received  as  Senate  Document  91-18,  May  12,  1969.  Failure  by 
the  Congress  to  approve  this  request  will  result,  according  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  in  such  actions  as  denial  of  adult  voca¬ 
tional  training  grants,  on-the-job  training  funds,  rehabilitation  of  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  Job  Corps  Center,  housing  improvements,  adult 
education  contracts,  general  assistance  payments,  and  elimination  of 
the  law  enforcement  training  program  for  June.  Therefore,  the  com¬ 
mittee  does  recommend  this  appropriation,  but  directs  that  specific 
safeguards  be  established  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  avoid 
a  future  occurrence  of  this  kind. 

RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $50,  240,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  2,  769,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  769,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  700,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,700,000  and  a 
release  of  $426,000  of  reserves  established  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
90-364. 

This  amount  will  provide  $931,000  for  suppression  and  emergency 
prevention  of  fires  on  forest  range  lands  and  for  emergency  rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  burned-over  areas,  as  well  as  anticipated  costs  of  this  nature 
during  the  remainder  of  this  fiscal  year;  $1,238,000  for  increased  pay 


26 


costs  under  Public  Law  90-206;  $807,000  for  wage  board  increases; 
and  $150,000  to  provide  an  additional  75  million  board  feet  of  lumber 
to  help  relieve  the  timber  shortage  in  the  United  States.  By  inclusion 
of  appropriate  language  in  the  bill  the  latter  sum  is  made  available 
until  September  30,  1969. 

Officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  indicated  that  the  log 
export  control  act  of  last  year  is  not  applicable  to  timber  harvested 
on  Indian  Reservations.  It  is  also  estimated  that  up  to  5  million  board 
feet  to  be  harvested  with  the  supplemental  appropriation  would  enter 
the  export  market.  Of  the  estimated  900  million  board  feet  of  timber 
harvested  during  1968,  about  130  million  board  feet  were  exported. 

The  committee  has  recommended  an  appropriation  of  the  budget 
estimate  of  $150,000  to  increase  timber  production  from  Indian 
Reservations  to  ease  the  current  timber  shortage  in  the  United 
States;  however,  the  committee  directs  that  this  amount  be  so  utilized 
that  none  of  it  contribute  in  any  way  to  the  harvest  of  logs  or  timber 
for  export  from  the  United  States;  and  also  directs  that  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  establish  appropriate  requirements  to  prevent  the 
use  of  any  other  appropriated  funds  to  substitute  for  this  appropriation 
so  as  to  permit  timber  harvest  for  export. 

BUREAU  OP  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

Appropriation  out  of  the  Fund  {Liquidation  of  contract  authorization) 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $46,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  19,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  19,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  19,  000,  000 

Advance  appropriation 

Appropriation,  1969 _  $53,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  19,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  19,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  None 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $19  million,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request  and  the  House  allowance,  out  of  the 
land  and  water  conservation  fund  to  liquidate  obligations  resulting 
from  the  legislative  taking  of  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  Redwood 
National  Park  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-545,  October  2,  1968. 

The  committee  does  not  recommend  an  advance  from  the  Treasury 
to  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund  for  this  purpose.  Public 
Law  90-401,  July  15,  1968,  provides  that  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1969  through  1973,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  the  revenues  and  collec¬ 
tions  covered  into  the  fund  under  section  2  of  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act,  as  amended,  there  shall  be  placed  in  the  fund 
an  additional  amount  sufficient  to  make  the  income  to  the  fund  not 
less  than  $200  million.  The  additional  amount  is  to  be  derived  either 
by  direct  appropriation  or,  absent  that  action,  by  transfer  from  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  land  receipts. 

These  assurances  of  a  sufficient  amount  in  the  land  and  water 
conservation  fund  makes  the  advance  appropriation  unnecessary. 
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OFFICE  OF  TERRITORIES 
ADMINISTRATION  OP  TERRITORIES 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $13,  747,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  950,  000 

House  allowance _ - _  (*) 

Committee  recommendation _  950,  000 


>  Not  considered. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $950,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  for  the  purchase  and  in¬ 
stallation  of  a  3,000-kilowatt  electrical  generator  for  American  Samoa. 
This  equipment  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  an  increasing  power 
demand  and  to  compensate  for  the  recent  failures  of  existing  gener¬ 
ating  equipment. 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
SURVEYS,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND  RESEARCH 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $88,  675,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  ‘2,  242,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  092,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  242,  000 


•  $150,000  not  considered  by  House. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,242,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request.  Of  tms  appropriation,  $1,792,000  is 
to  meet  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206;  and  $450,000 
is  for  the  repair  and  replacement  of  stream-gaging  facilities  which 
were  destroyed  and  damaged  by  the  floods  in  southern  and  central 
California  during  the  periods  January  11  through  January  27,  1969, 
and  February  23  and  24,  1969. 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 
HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $11,  237,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  1,  097,  000 

House  allowance _  (0 

Committee  recommendation _  750,  000 

•  Not  considered. 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $750,000  for  the 
improvement  of  the  Federal  health  and  safety  program  for  coal 
miners.  The  committee  has  approved  in  title  III  of  this  bill  the 
transfer  of  $347,000  to  this  activity  from  the  “Solid  Waste  Disposal” 
appropriation.  By  appropriate  language  in  the  bill  this  appropriation 
is  made  available  until  September  30,  1969. 

The  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  is  for  accelerating  the 
hiring  and  training  of  coal  and  metal  mine  inspectors  ($130,000)  and 
for  accelerating  research  on  dust  production  and  control  ($320,000), 
for  each  of  which  funds  have  been  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1970 
budget.  Availability  of  these  funds  now  will  permit  earlier  initiation 
of  this  vital  work. 

Also,  the  committee  recommendation  will  provide  $300,000  for 
expenses  in  connection  with  preliminary  work  necessary  for  the 
establishment  of  an  educational  institute  to  provide  professional  train¬ 
ing  in  health  and  safety. 
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HKLIUM  FUND 
(Borrowing  authorization) 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $16,  200,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  10,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $10  million,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  $5  million  more  than  the  House 
allowance,  for  additional  borrowing  authority  to  finance  purchases  of 
helium  which  have  already  been  contracted  for  by  the  fund.  The 
additional  sum  is  made  necessary  by  a  decline  in  revenues  from  helium 
sales  and  services.  Inasmuch  as  payment  on  the  contracts  is  due  and 
must  be  made,  and  since  the  sums  can  be  collected  through  court 
action,  there  is  no  economy  in  not  providing  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate. 

OFFICE  OF  OIL  AND  GAS 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $819,  900 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  123,  000 

House  allowance _  48,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  48,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $48,000  for  salaries 
and  expenses.  Office  of  Oil  and  Gas,  to  meet  increased  pay  costs 
resulting  from  Public  Law  90-206.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  the 
House  allowance  and  $75,000  less  than  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  as  does  the  OU  Import  Administration,  that  at  this  time  in  the 
fiscal  year  it  will  not  be  possible  to  employ  the  eight  persons  for  which 
the  $75,000  was  intended.  Furthermore,  these  eight  positions  are  al¬ 
ready  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1970  budget  estimate  which  will  be 
considered  by  this  committee  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

BUREAU  OF  COMMERCIAL  FISHERIES 
fishermen’s  protective  fund 


Appropriation,  1969 _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _ $60,  000 

House  allowance _  60,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  60,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $60,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  allowance,  for  the 
Fishermen’s  Protective  Act,  Public  Law  90-482,  August  12,  1968. 
This  amount  is  necessary  in  order  to  implement  the  law  which  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  agreements  to 
indemnify  the  owners  and  crews  of  American  fishing  vessels  unlawfully 
seized  or  detained  by  a  foreign  country. 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATIONS  OF  RESOURCES 


Appropriation,  1969 -  $45,  $93,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  1,  353,  000 

House  allowance -  1,  353,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  353,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,353,000  and 
approves  release  of  $139,000  from  reserves  established  by  Public  Law 
90-364.  This  amount  will  provide  $250,000  to  initiate  a  study  of 
estuarine  resources  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-454,  August  3,  1968; 
and  $1,242,000  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  under  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  90-206.  By  inclusion  of  appropriate  language  in  the  bill 
the  amount  for  study  of  estuarine  resources  is  made  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

CONSTRUCTION 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $1,  491,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  400,  000 

House  allowance _  *  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  400,  000 


>  $200,000  not  considered  by  House. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $400,000  to  repair 
damage  to  six  national  wildbfe  refuges  caused  by  floods  in  California 
during  January  and  February  of  1969;  and  to  a  railroad  embankment 
on  a  ^dlife  refuge  in  North  Dakota. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $43,  374,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  2,  479,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  479,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  366,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,366,000,  and 
the  release  of  $195,000  reserved  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
90-364.  This  amount  will  provide  $687,000  for  actual  and  anticipated 
costs  of  emergency  fire  suppression  and  rehabilitation  in  national 
park  areas  during  fiscal  year  1969;  $1,652,000  to  meet  increases  in 
classified  pay  costs  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  90-206;  and 
$222,000  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  for  U.S.  Park  Police  under  the 
provisions  of  Public  Law  90-320. 

CONSTRUCTION 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $4,  368,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  1,  103,  000 

House  allowance _  *  100,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  103,  000 


•  $1,003,000  not  considered  by  House. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,103,000.  Of  this 
amount,  $1,003,000  is  for  repair  of  buildings  and  utilities  in  National 
Park  Service  areas  which  have  been  damaged  by  floods,  heavy  snows, 
and  storms  since  about  November  1968.  Repair  of  the  damages  is 
urgent  in  view  of  the  approaching  visitor  season.  The  recommendation 
also  includes  $100,000  to  accomplish  a  study  of  suitable  public  visitor 
parking  facilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the 
District  of  Columbia. 
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Depaetment  op  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $243,  143,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  26,  716,  000 

House  allowance _  26,  916,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  26,  062,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $26,062,000  and 
release  of  $1,676,000  reserved  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
90-364  for  forest  protection  and  utilization. 

This  appropriation  wdl  provide  $20,346,000  for  fighting  forest 
fires;  $6,932,000  for  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  90-206; 
and  $460,000  for  additional  sale  preparation  of  270  million  board  feet 
of  lumber  from  national  forest  land  as  part  of  the  program  to  relieve 
the  current  timber  shortage  in  the  United  States.  By  inclusion  of 
appropriate  language  in  the  bill  the  latter  sum  is  made  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

The  committee  directs  that  the  Forest  Service  prepare  designs  for 
the  sanitary  system  at  Camp  Horseshoe,  Monongahela  National 
Forest,  in  order  that  required  corrective  work  can  be  scheduled  for 
onstruction  in  fiscal  year  1970. 

National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $11,  500,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  3,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $3  million  re¬ 
quested  by  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Human¬ 
ities  to  provide  Federal  funds  to  match  private  gifts  made  to  the 
two  endowments  of  the  Foundation.  In  order  that  this  appropriation 
may  be  used,  language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  provide  that  it 
will  be  available  to  match  gifts  received  prior  to  September  1,  1969. 

CHAPTER  VII 
Department  of  Labor 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 
UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  AND  EX-SERVICEMAN 


1969  appropriation _  $128,  200,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  20,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  20,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  20,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $20  million,  the  full  budget  estimate 
and  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House. 

These  funds  are  used  for  payment  of  unemployed  Federal  work¬ 
ers  and  to  unemployed  ex-servicemen.  The  payment  of  these  benefits 
is  beyond  administrative  control,  and  the  estimate  is  strictly  math¬ 
ematical  calculations. 

The  Congress  received  a  supplemental  estimate  in  January  of  this 
year,  an  estimate  reduced  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  from  $52 
million  sought  by  the  Department  to  $36  million,  a  reduction  of  $16 
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million.  Had  the  amount  originally  sought  by  the  Department  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress,  the  Department  would  not  have  been 
required  to  return  for  a  second  supplemental  in  this  fiscal  year,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  advance  provision  contained  for  several  years  in  the 
appropriation  act  would  have  been  used  to  secure  the  few  million 
dollars  needed. 

MANPOWER  ADMINISTRATION 
MANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAINING  ACTIVITIES 


1969  Appropriation _  $13,  000,  000 

Supplemental  Budget  Estimate _  0 

House  allowance _  not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $7,500,000.  The  Department  did  not 
submit  a  budget  request  and  the  House  did  not  consider  the  item. 

The  committee  allowance  of  an  additional  $7,500,000  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  102  of  the  Manpower  Development  and 
Training  Act  of  1962,  as  amended,  is  to  be  used  for  summer  Neighbor¬ 
hood  Youth  Corps  type  programs.  Funds  can  be  obligated  until 
September  30,  1969,  under  the  terms  of  the  item. 

The  Department  received  a  direct  appropriation  of  $13,000,000  for 
this  activity  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1968 
(Public  Law  90-392). 

An  additional  amount  of  $138,000,000  has  been  delegated  to  the 
Department  by  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  during  the  current 
fiscal  year,  for  use  in  the  summer  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps. 

BUREAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 
employees’  COMPENSATION  CLAIMS  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $52,  691,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  15,  900,  000 

House  allowance _  15,  900,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  15,  900,  000 


The  committee  recommends  approval  of  the  House  allowance  of  the 
full  supplemental  budget  estimate,  $15,900,000,  to  provide  a  total  of 
$68,591,000  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  Federal  obligation  for  the  payment  of  these  statutory  benefits 
are  beyond  adihinistrative  control,  and  whatever  amount  is  required 
to  meet  these  obligations  must  be  provided. 

Under  this  appropriation,  benefits  are  paid  to  civil  employees  of 
the  Government  disabled  in  the  performance  of  duty,  or  to  their 
dependents,  to  dependents  of  certain  reservists  in  the  Armed  Forces 
who  die  while  on  active  military  duty  or  while  engaged  in  authorized 
training,  to  members  of  the  Civil  Air  Patrol,  and  to  others  by  various 
extensions  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 
HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 


1969  appropriation _ $696,  307,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  11,  161,  000 

House  allowance _  11,  161,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  19,  920,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  approval  of  $19,920,000. 

The  committee  has  disallowed  the  funds  sought,  $7,241,000,  for 
payment  to  the  Federal  City  College  as  authorized  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  Public  Law  90-354,  as  a  payment  in 
lieu  of  a  Federal  land-grant  to  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts,  which  designation  was  bestowed  upon  the  college  in  the  bill 
enacted  last  June.  The  school  is  not  a  college  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts,  and  further  consideration  should  be  given  before  the 
hasty  appropriation  of  funds  on  the  basis  of  such  a  qualification. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  State  of  Hawaii  experienced  some 
difficulty  in  obtaining  the  $6  million  authorized  for  them  under  the 
land-grant  program.  An  initial  estimate  for  $6  million  was  reduced  by 
the  House  to  $2,225,000,  raised  by  the  Senate  to  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $6  million;  but  the  conference  committee  adopted  the 
House  allowance.  In  the  succeeding  year,  no  request  for  funds  was 
presented  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  House  did  not  con¬ 
sider  the  item.  The  Senate  did  consider  the  item  and  added  $3,775,000, 
the  balance  of  the  authorization.  The  committee  of  conference  ap¬ 
proved  the  Senate  allowance. 

The  $3,920,000  approved  is  for  interest  subsidization  grants  to 
facilitate  borrowing  for  construction  by  higher  education  institutions 
from  non-Federal  sources.  The  Department  estimated  that  this  sum 
would  subsidize  interest  payments  for  one  year  on  loans  totaling 
$145  million.  The  Committee  has  been  advised  by  the  Department 
that  the  recent  increase  in  the  prime  rate  to  8}^  percent  \vill  reduce 
the  amount  of  loans  to  $137  million  and  will  change  the  distribution 
between  public  and  private  institutions  expected  to  participate  in 
the  program.  Loans  to  public  institutions  will  increase  from  $84 
million  originally  estimated  to  $110  million;  loans  to  private  insti¬ 
tutions  win  decrease  from  $61  million  to  $27  million.  This  estimate 
is  based  on  the  greater  ability  of  public  institutions  to  borrow  funds 
through  bond  issues  and  other  more  attractive  investment  features. 
The  enabling  legislation  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  pay  interest  in 
excess  of  3  percent  and  does  not  place  any  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  interest  that  may  be  charged  to  the  borrower.  The  committee  is 
concerned  that  the  Secretary  and  the  Office  of  Education  not  permit 
exorbitant  interest  rates  to  be  charged  against  institutions  of  higher 
learning  and  passed  on  to  the  Government  under  this  program.  The 
committee  will  expect  the  Secretary  and  the  Commissioner  to  take 
appropriate  steps  pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in  them  under 
the  statute  to  see  that  such  interest  rates  do  not  exceed  prevailing 
general  interest  rates  charged  for  comparable  loans  and  comparable 
risks.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  private  lenders  should  not, 
under  this  program,  charge  rates  higher  than  those  that  would  be 
charged  if  the  Federal  Government  were  not  making  the  subsidy. 

The  Committee  has  restored  $16,000,000  for  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants.  The  1969  regular  appropriation  request  of  $140,600,000 
was  reduced  by  conference  action  to  $124,600,000.  This  restoration 
will  increase  the  number  of  initial-year  awards  for  the  coming  academic 
year  from  100,200  under  the  currently  available  1969  appropriation 
to  132,200.  This  compares  with  140,500  first-year  awards  in  1968-69 
academic  year  which  was  supported  by  the  fiscal  year  1968  appro¬ 
priation. 
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PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 
OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENERAL 
Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services 


1969  appropriation _  $167,  104,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  9,  728,  000 

House  allowance _  9,  728,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  9,  728,  000 


The  committee  recommends  approval  of  the  full  budget  estimate, 
$9,728,000,  as  did  the  House  of  Representatives,  with  the  addition 
of  a  proviso  to  make  the  funds  available  through  September  30,  1969. 

The  Congress  several  years  ago  added  funds,  $1  million,  for  the 
development  of  a  vaccine  for  rubella,  the  German  measles.  The  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health,  and  its  grantees,  fortunately  developed 
an  effective  vaccine  that  is  now  ready  for  administration  to  about 
2  million  children  at  the  outset,  with  6  million  additional  to  be  vac¬ 
cinated  later.  The  committee  was  informed  that  the  cost  of  each 
vaccine  shot  would  be  about  $2,  the  price  of  the  shot  for  measles 
distributed  under  the  authority  of  the  Vaccination  Assistance  Act. 
The  vaccine,  the  committee  was  informed,  is  safe,  effective,  and  non¬ 
reactive  when  administered  to  susceptible  children. 

HEALTH  SERVICES  AND  MENTAL  HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 


1969  appropriation _  None 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _ $15,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  15,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  None 


The  committee  recommends  deletion  of  the  account  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  medical  facilities  from  the  bill,  a  reduction  of  $15  million. 

The  committee  considered  the  item  proposing  an  allowance  of 
$15,000,000  for  grants  and  loans  to  private,  non-profit  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  no  hearings  were  held  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations — the  House  had  hearings  but  with 
respect  to  the  item  contained  in  the  fiscal  year  1970  budget  estimate — 
but  the  first  notice  the  committee  had  was  the  House  report  of  May 
15th,  after  hearings  had  been  held  on  May  9th  in  the  Senate. 

The  action  of  the  committee  was  without  prejudice. 

The  funds  are  required  to  pay  for  construction  of  facilities  including 
obligations  incurred  jirior  to  the  enactment  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Medical  Facilities  Construction  Act  of  1968.  The  committee  will 
fully  acquaint  itself  with  the  need  for  these  funds  prior  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  other  body  on  the  disagreeing  votes  on  the  bill. 

SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICES 
GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 


1969  appropriation _  $5,  765,  000,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  651,  546,  000 

House  allowance _  651,  546,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  651,  546,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $651,546,000,  the 
full  budget  estimate  and  the  House  allowance. 

30-304  O — 69 - 3 
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The  Congress  received  two  estimates  for  this  program,  one  for 
$373,524,000  for  grants  to  States  for  maintenance  payments,  and  the 
other  for  $278,022,000  for  grants  to  States  for  medical  assistance. 

The  Department  advised  the  Congress  that  these  two  requests  were 
in  excess  of  needs  by  $30  million.  It  was  alleged  though  that  another 
program  for  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and  demon¬ 
stration  projects”  was  in  need  of  an  additional  $30  million.  No  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  budget  estimate  through  the  customary  manner  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  presented  to  the  Congress.  But  the  House 
allowed  the  full  amount  sought  and  merged  the  two  appropriations 
for  which  supplemental  estimates  are  pending,  and  added  a  third 
account,  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and  demonstration 
projects.”  These  three  accounts  for  a  number  of  years,  up  until  the 
fiscal  year  1969,  were  combined  into  a  single  account.  The  committee 
concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House. 

SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICE 
ASSISTANCE  FOR  REPATRIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 


1969  appropriation _  $545,  000 

Supplemental  estimate _  100,  000 

House  allowance _  100,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  100,  000 


The  committee  recommends  approval  of  $100,000,  the  amount  of 
the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  approved  by  the  House. 

This  appropriation  wUl  provide  temporary  assistance  to  repatriated 
United  States  nationals  returned  from  abroad  because  of  destitution, 
illness,  or  international  crises.  The  additional  funds  are  requested 
to  assist  the  United  States  nationals  returning  from  Cuba  under  an 
agreement  to  permit  one  plane  a  month  to  repatriate  U.S.  citizens, 
and  their  dependents,  with  the  stipulation  that  entry  be  made  via 
Brownsville,  Tex. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 
LIMITATION  ON  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

1969  appropriation _  $768,  145,  000 

Supplemental  budget  estimate _  16,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _ _  21,  200,  000 

The  Senate  received  an  estimate.  Senate  Document  91-18,  not 
considered  by  the  House,  for  $16,500,000  for  payment  by  the  Social 
Security  Administration  to  health  insurance  intermediaries  for 
their  work  in  administering  the  payment  of  benefits  under  medi¬ 
care.  The  committee  has  approved  the  supplemental  budget  esti¬ 
mate  in  its  entirety,  plus  an  additional  $4,700,000,  for  a  total  of 
$21,200,000,  which  the  Social  Security  Administration  advised  the 
committee  was  required  to  fully  reimburse  the  carriers  and  inter¬ 
mediaries  for  their  work  under  contract  with  the  Social  Security 
Administration.  There  is,  of  course,  no  way  to  adjust  the  obligations 
which  have  been  incurred  under  contract.  The  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security  had  indicated  to  this  committee  in  his  appearance  on  May  9, 
1969,  that  the  estimate  of  $16,500,000  might  be  insufficient  to  meet  the 
Federal  obligations. 

In  this  case,  the  committee  is  distressed  at  the  lack  of  interest 
evidenced  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  processing  ap  estimate 
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for  this  additional  money  required  for  administrative  purposes.  A 
letter  was  brought  to  the  committee  on  May  23,  1969,  stating  that  a 
determination  had  been  made  by  the  Department  that  $4,700,000 
additional  was  needed  and  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  in 
concurrence  with  this  determination.  The  committee  directed  the 
Department  to  discuss  the  matter  further  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  see  if  a  supplemental  estimate  could  be  submitted  officially 
requesting  the  additional  sum. 

The  committee  understood  that  the  Budget  Bureau  had  agreed 
to  submit  an  estimate  for  this  additional  sum.  But  a  day  or  two 
later  the  committee  was  advised  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  process 
such  an  estimate.  It  appears  further  that  the  Department  budget 
office  has  acted  with  less  than  alacrity  in  processing  the  estimate. 

Notwithstanding  the  lack  of  an  estimate  for  this  additional  sum 
due  to  the  seeming  lack  of  interest  in  the  Department  and  in  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  committee  has  approved  $21,200,000, 
the  amount  of  the  estimate,  $16,500,000,  plus  $4,700,000  later  de¬ 
termined  to  be  needed. 

CHAPTEK  VIII 
Legislative  Branch 
SENATE 

The  committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $156,900  for  the  Senate 
items  contained  in  this  title  of  the  bill,  of  which  $30,000  represents 
the  payment  to  the  widow  of  the  late  Senator  from  Alaska,  the 
Honorable  E.  L.  Bartlett,  and  the  balance,  $126,900,  is  the  amount 
required  to  meet  obligations  incurred  in  fiscal  year  1968  under  the 
appropriation,  “Inquiries  and  investigations.”  This  deficit  was 
occasioned  by  the  increased  expenditure  rate  by  Senate  committees 
as  a  result  of  additional  investigations  authorized  in  various  Senate 
resolutions  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

Additionally,  because  of  population  increases  in  the  States  of 
Illinois  and  Texas,  the  committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill, 
authorizing  the  payment  of  increased  allowances  to  Senators  from 
these  two  States  under  the  head,  “Administrative  and  clerical  as¬ 
sistants  to  Senators.”  The  committee  was  advised  that  actual  funds 
are  not  needed  in  this  account  for  the  balance  of  this  fiscal  year,  but  the 
authority  is  herewith  provided  to  accomplish  the  purpose  in  this  and 
succeeding  fiscal  years. 


INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

As  is  customary,  the  House  did  not  consider  the  budget  estimates  for 
increased  pay  costs  for  items  disbursed  by  the  Senate  and  the  Senate 
items  (Senate  Office  Buildings  and  Senate  garage)  under  the  Architect 
of  the  Capitol.  These  budget  estimates  total  $3,397,602  (in  title  III) 
and  are  detailed  in  the  tabulation  at  the  conclusion  of  the  report. 

For  the  Senate  items  disbursed  by  the  financial  clerk  of  the  Senate, 
the  committee  recommends  $2,699,602,  a  reduction  of  $517,500  from 
the  budget  estimates  due  to  absorptions  in  the  accounts,  “Salaries, 
officers  and  employees,”  and  “Miscellaneous  items”  determined  to 
be  feasible  after  further  evaluation.  The  funds,  in  the  amount  of 
$180,500,  requested  for  the  Senate  Office  Buildings  and  Senate  garage 
accounts  are  mandatory,  and  are  included  under  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol. 
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CHAPTER  IX 

Public  Works 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE - CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY - CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS - CIVIL 

Flood  control  and  coastal  emergencies 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $5,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  25,  000,  000 

House  allowance _ Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  25,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $25  million,  the  budget  estimate,  for 
flood  control  and  coastal  emergencies. 

Public  Law  99  of  the  84  th  Congress  authorized  the  flood  control 
and  coastal  emergency  activities  of  the  Corps  of  Enmneers.  These 
activities  include:  flood  emergency  preparations;  flood  fighting  and 
rescue  operations;  emergency  repair  and  restoration  of  flood  control 
works  threatened  or  destroyed  by  flood.  The  authorized  emergency 
work  is  financed  from  an  emergency  fund  authorized  by  Public  Law  99 
in  the  amount  of  $15  million,  to  be  replenished  on  an  annual  basis. 

The  subtropical  storms  and  heavy  rains  along  the  California  coast 
in  January  and  February  of  this  year,  as  well  as  the  extraordinarily 
heavy  snowpack  in  the  north  central  portion  of  the  country  which, 
together  with  the  spring  rains,  produced  unusually  severe  flooding, 
necessitated  expenditures  for  emergency  operations,  which,  as  of 
May  31,  1969,  created  a  deficit  of  $25,290,000  in  the  emergency  fund. 
As  authorized  by  Public  Law  99,  the  money  required  to  meet  these 
emergencies  in  excess  of  the  balance  in  the  emergency  fund  was 
allocated  from  appropriations  made  for  the  construction  of  flood 
control  projects  throughout  the  country.  The  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  is  urgently  needed  to  replace  the  funds  reallocated  from 
construction  projects  underway. 

With  the  appropriation  recommended,  there  will  stiU  be  a  deficit 
of  $290,000  in  the  flood  control  and  coastal  emergency  fund  with 
no  reserve  to  meet  any  requirements  that  may  arise  during  the  June 
flood  season  in  the  Upper  Missouri  River  Basin  and  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  as  well  as  any  flash  floods  resulting  from  local  storms 
during  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year  1969. 

Independent  Offices 

ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

PLANT  AND  CAPITAL  EQUIPMENT 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $461,  574,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-21) _  45,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  45,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $45  million,  the  budget  estimate  for 
the  plant  and  capital  equipment  account  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission. 

These  funds  are  urgently  needed  to  restore  or  replace  the  weapons 
production  facility  at  Rocky  Flats,  Colo.,  which  was  extensively 
damaged  by  fire  on  May  11,  1969. 

The  urgency  of  this  appropriation  is  to  provide  the  obligational 
authority  required  to  award  contracts  for  equipment  and  for  the  repair 
of  the  damaged  facility  as  quickly  as  possible. 
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CHAPTER  X 

Depabtment  of  Justice 

LEGAL  ACTIVITIES  AND  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 


1969  appropriation _  $6,  285,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-98) _  *  127,  000 

House  allowance _  i  65,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  *  65,  000 


'  Plus  $233,000  of  reserves  released  and  transferred  for  pay  increases  ($231,000  from  LE  AA  and  $2,000  from 
Community  Relations  Service) . 

The  committee  has  approved  the  House  allowance  of  $65,000,  a 
reduction  of  $62,000  below  the  supplemental  estimate.  Of  the  amount 
recommended  $40,000  is  to  cover  the  costs  of  11  new  positions  for 
the  data  processing  project  in  the  customs  section  of  the  Civil  Divi¬ 
sion,  and  $25,000  is  for  executive  pay  level  increases.  In  addition  the 
committee  recommends  language  in  the  bill  authorizing  the  transfer 
of  $233,000  to  cover  Pay  Act  costs  and  wage  board  increases.  Also 
language  has  been  included  to  extend  availability  of  the  $40,000 
allowed  for  new  positions  to  September  30,  1969. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 


1969  appropriation _  $23,  598,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-98) _  *  1,  667,  000 

House  ^iowance _  ‘  1,  314,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  *  1,  277,  000 


1  Plus  $100,000  of  reserves  transferred  from  LEAA  and  $100,000  of  reserves  releasee  from  this  account  for 
pay  increases. 

The  committee  recommends  the  allowance  of  $1,277,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $390,000  in  the  supplemental  budget  estimate  and  $37,000 
under  the  House  bill.  Of  the  the  amount  recommended,  $101,000  is 
to  provide  for  personnel  compensation  and  related  benefits  for  the  30 
positions  for  the  Tax  Division,  18  for  the  Criminal  Division,  and  30 
for  the  Civil  Rights  Division.  Of  the  balance  of  the  amount  allowed, 
$840,000  is  for  classified  employee  pay  increases,  $38,000  is  for  exec¬ 
utive  pay  level  increases,  and  $298,000  is  for  revised  standards  of 
attorney  positions,  authorized  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
September  1968.  The  committee  has  also  approved  language  inserted 
in  the  bill  by  the  House  providing  an  additional  $100,000  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  and  for  the  release  of  $100,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364  to  defray  costs  of  the  Pay  Act.  Also, 
language  has  been  included  to  extend  the  availability  of  the  $101,000 
allowed  for  new  positions  to  September  30,  1969. 

During  the  hearings  the  committee  was  informed  that  the  Civil 
Rights  Division  has  been  instructed  by  the  Attorney  General  to 
develop  a  strong  program  looking  toward  the  vigorous  prosecution  of 
dissidents  on  college  campuses  whose  actions  interfere  with  a  federally 
conducted  or  funded  program  or  with  the  civil  rights  of  nondissident 
students  or  faculty  members,  as  authorized  by  title  I  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1968,  Public  Law  90-284.  Accordingly,  the  committee 
in  recommending  additional  positions  for  this  Division  expects  that 
the  authority  contained  in  title  I  will  be  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent. 


38 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  ANTITRUST  DIVISION 


1969  appropriation _  $7,  991,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-98) _ _ _  *99,  000 

House  allowance _  *99,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  *99,000 


>  Plus  $352,000  of  reserves  released  and  transferred  for  pay  increases,  ($262,000  from  LEAA  and  $90,000 
from  this  account) . 

For  the  Antitrust  Division,  the  committee  recommends  $99,000, 
the  supplemental  estimate  and  the  House  allowance.  Of  the  sum 
recommended,  $5,000  is  for  executive  pay  level  increases  and  $94,000 
is  for  revised  standards  of  attorney  positions.  The  committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  language  in  the  bill  providing  for  an  additional  $262,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  and  the  release  of  $90,000  reserved  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  for  Pay  Act  increases. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  U.S.  ATTORNEYS  AND  MARSHALS 


1969  appropriation _  $39,  876,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-98) _ _  *2,  833,  000 

House  allowance _  *2,505,000 

Committee  recommendation _  *2,  505,  000 


>  Plus  $150,000  of  reserves  released  in  this  accoimt  for  pay  Increases. 

For  U.S.  attorneys  and  marshals,  the  committee  concurs  with  the 
House  allowance  of  $2,505,000,  a  reduction  of  $328,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  Of  the  sum  recommended,  $162,000  is  to  provide  for  per¬ 
sonnel  compensation  and  related  benefits  for  43  assistant  U.S.  at¬ 
torneys,  43  clerical  positions,  and  30  additional  deputy  marshals; 
$23,000  for  executive  pay  level  increases;  $175,000  for  revised  stand¬ 
ards  of  assistant  U.S.  attorneys  and  deputy  marshals;  $1,445,000  for 
classified  employee  pay  costs;  $300,000  for  increased  volume  and  cost 
of  transcripts;  and  $400,000  for  premium  pay,  overtime  costs  and 
guard  hire.  In  addition,  the  committee  recommends  language  in  the 
bin  providing  for  the  release  of  $150,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section 
201,  Pubhc  Law  90-364,  for  increased  pay  costs.  Also,  language  has 
been  included  to  extend  the  availability  of  the  $162,000  aUowed  for 
new  positions  to  September  30,  1969. 

FEDERAL  PRISON  SYSTEM 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 


1969  appropriation _ $65,  388,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  *  2,  319,  000 

House  allowance _  *  2,  319,  000  ; 

Committee  recommendation _  *  2,  319,  000  : 


■  Plus  $250, (K)0  of  reserves  released  in  this  account  for  pay  increases. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  allowing  the  full  budget  ( 
estimate  of  $2,319,000  for  this  item,  of  which  $1,842,000  is  for  pay 
costs  and  $477,000  is  for  increased  costs  of  operating  Federal  cor-  I 
rectional  institutions.  In  addition,  the  committee  has  approved 
language  in  the  bill  providing  for  the  release  of  $250,000  reserved 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364.  The  amounts  recom-  ■ 
mended  will  provide  for  keeping  a  larger  than  anticipated  number  of  | 
prisoners  confined  in  Federal  institutions  and  will  also  cover  increased 
pay  costs  for  classified  employees. 
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SUPPORT  OF  UNITED  STATES  PRISONERS 


1969  appropriation _ $4,  900,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-98) _  2,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


For  support  of  U.S  prisoners,  the  committee  recommends  $2,500,000 
the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  allowance.  The  supplemental 
estimate  is  to  cover  the  cost  of  keeping  a  larger  than  anticipated 
number  of  prisoners  in  non-Federal  institutions  and  also  to  cover 
increased  daily  rates  charged  by  such  institutions. 

BUREAU  OF  NARCOTICS  AND  DANGEROUS  DRUGS 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $17,  380,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  ^  1,  422,  000 

House  allowance _  i  1,  187,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  ^  1,  187,  000 


>  Plus  $400,000  of  reserves  released  In  this  account  for  pay  increases. 

For  the  Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs,  the  committee 
recommends  the  House  allowance  of  $1,187,000,  a  reduction  of 
$235,000  below  the  supplemental  estimate.  Of  the  sum  recommended, 
$188,000  is  to  provide  for  personnel  compensation  and  related  benefits 
for  60  new  field  agents  and  23  clerical  personnel;  $512,000  for  new 
laboratory  equipment;  $37,000  for  radio  communications  equipment, 
and  $450,000  for  pay  act  costs.  In  addition,  the  committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  language  in  the  bill  providing  for  the  release  of  $400,000 
reserved  under  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  for  pay  act  costs. 
Also,  language  has  been  included  to  extend  the  availability  of  the 
$188,000  allowed  for  new  positions,  the  $512,000  allowed  for  new 
laboratory  equipment,  and  the  $37,000  for  radio  communications 
equipment,  to  September  30,  1969. 

Department  of  Commerce 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRATION 


1969  appropriation _ I _  $19,  740,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  ^  (116,  000) 

House  allowance _  ^  (116,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  ^  (116,  000) 


'  Language  to  reduce  from  $2,000,000  to  $1,200,000  in  the  amount  which  may  be  advanced  from  this  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  Small  Business  Administration  for  loan  processing  services  and  release  of  reserves  in  this 
account  lor  increased  pay  costs  in  the  amount  of  $116,000. 

The  committee  recommends  language  included  in  the  bill  by  the 
House  to  reduce  from  $2  million  to  $1,200,000  the  amount  which  is 
required  to  be  advanced  from  this  appropriation  to  the  Small  Business 
Administration  for  loan  processing  services.  The  committee  received 
testimony  that  the  Small  Business  Administration  concurs  with  the 
recommended  language.  The  bill  contains  language  providing  for 
the  release  of  $116,000  pursuant  to  section  201,  Public  Law  90-364, 
to  defray  pay  act  costs. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCE  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $115,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  *  (147,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  *  ( 147,  000) 


>  Increase  language  limitation  of  $1,027,000  in  regular  1969  act  for  retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers  by 
$147,000,  under  authority  of  Public  Law  90-207. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  supplemental  request  submitted 
in  Senate  Document  91-18  to  increase  the  limitation  contained  in  the 
regular  1969  appropriation  act,  Public  Law  90-470  so  as  to  increase 
by  $147,000  the  amount  available  for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned 
officers  and  payments  under  the  retired  serviceman’s  family  protection 
plan.  The  increase  is  requested  because  of  an  unanticipated  rise  in  the 
number  of  retirees  and  a  3.9  percent  increase  in  the  amount  payable 
to  such  retirees. 

Language  to  effectuate  the  recommendation  follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCE  SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  under  this  head  in  the  Department  oj  Commerce 
Appropriation  Act,  1969,  for  retirement  pay  oj  commissioned 
officers  and  payments  under  the  Retired  Serviceman’s  Family 
Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall  be  available  in  that  appro¬ 
priation  for  such  expenses. 

MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 
STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 


1969  appropriation _  $1,  900,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  ^  (210,  000) 

House  allowance _  ‘  (210,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  ^  (210,  000) 


■Language  requested  to  transfer  $210,000  from  regular  1969  appropriation  for  "Ship  Construction,’ 
administrative  and  warehouse  activity. 

The  committee  has  approved  language  included  in  the  bill  by  the  i 
House  which  authorizes  the  transfer  of  $210,000  from  the  regular  i 
1969  appropriation  for  “Ship  construction,”  administrative  and  ware¬ 
house  activity  to  meet  the  payment  of  allowances  to  cadets  in  State 
marine  schools.  The  additional  sum  results  from  unanticipated  | 
increases  in  enrollment.  | 

The  Judiciary  | 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  ' 

PRINTING  AND  BINDING  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTS 


1968  appropriation _ $155,  000  I 

1969  appropriation _  155,  000  ' 

1968  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  10,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  27,  000  ' 

House  allowance  (1968— $10,000)  (1969— $27,000) _  37,000  ' 

Committee  recommendation _  37,  000  I 
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The  committee  agrees  to  the  House  allowance  of  $10,000  for  fiscal 
year  1968  to  liquidate  obligations  incurred  with  the  Government 
Printing  Ofiice  for  printing  opinions  of  the  Court  for  the  October  1967 
term.  Also,  the  supplemental  request  for  $27,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969  to  cover  the  increased  costs  of  printing  and  binding  the  United 
States  Reports  for  the  October  1968  term. 

CUSTOMS  COUKT 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $1,  600,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  155,  850 

House  allowance _  113,000 

Committee  recommendation _  113,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  of  $113,000  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This  sum  will  provide  $92,900  for 
increased  pay  costs  (includes  $31,000  for  executive  pay  increases), 
and  $20,100  for  salaries  of  temporary  and  part-time  employees 
currently  needed  in  the  Customs  Court  to  help  cope  with  the  increased 
caseload. 

COURTS  OF  APPEALS,  DISTRICT  COURTS,  AND  OTHER  JUDICIAL  SERVICES 

SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 


1969  appropriation _ $16,  795,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  2,  075,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  97.5,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  948,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  allowance  of  $1,948,000  in  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  needed  for  “Salaries  of  judges”  in  the  current  fiscal 
year.  This  sum  includes  $1,830,000  for  increased  pay  costs  of  judges; 
$93,000  for  compensation  and  related  benefits  for  three  additional 
senior  judges;  and  $25,000  for  salaries  of  new  circuit  judges  appointed 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-347. 

SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 


1969  appropriation _ $43,  500,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  2,  865,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  412,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  412,  000 


For  “Salaries  of  supporting  personnel,”  the  committee  agrees  with 
the  House  allowance  of  $2,412,000  in  additional  funds  for  fiscal  1969. 
This  sum  will  provide  $2,165,000  for  increased  pay  costs;  $42,000  for 
salaries  of  secretaries  and  law  clerks  to  the  new  circuit  judges;  $130,000 
for  reclassification  of  law  clerk  and  crier-law  clerk  positions,  pursuant 
to  Civil  Service  Commission  revision  of  standards  for  Federal  attor¬ 
neys,  and  adoption  thereof  by  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
State;  and  $75,000  for  costs  and  related  benefits  of  83  additional  deputy 
clerks  needed  to  help  administer  the  new  random  jury  selection  process, 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-274,  and  for  other  high-priority  programs 
existing  in  District  offices  with  heavy  workloads. 

Language  has  been  added  to  the  bill  to  provide  that  $205,000  of  the 
allowance  remain  available  for  obligation  until  September  30,  1969. 

FEES  AND  EXPENSES  OF  COURT-APPOINTED  COUNSEL 


1968  appropriation _  3,  150,  000 

1969  appropriation _  3,  150,  000 

1968  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  850,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  850,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  700,  000 
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The  committee  has  approved  the  supplemental  request  included  in 
Senate  Document  91-18  in  the  total  amount  of  $1,700,000  and  repre¬ 
senting  $850,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969  that  will 
be  required  to  liquidate  obligations  incurred  for  the  representation  of 
criminal  defendants  under  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  of  1964  (18  U.S.C. 
3006A). 

TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $6,  450,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  525,  000 

House  allowance _  400,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  400,  000 


For  this  item,  the  committee  agrees  to  the  House  allowance  of 
$400,000  for  travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses.  The  sum  is  necessary 
to  defray  the  $150,000  expenses  incident  to  the  appointment  of  the 
nine  new  circuit  judges,  and  $250,000  for  costs  relating  to  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  new  jury  system. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


1969  appropriation _ $1,  846,  500 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  *  141,  500 

House  allowance _  *  97,  500 

Committee  recommendation _  ’  97,  500 


>  Plus  $10,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  Expenses  of  Referees.” 


The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  allowance  of  $97,500  to  cover 
the  costs  ($10,000)  of  five  additional  positions  on  a  1  month’s  basis, 
and  $87,500  for  pay  act  increases.  Also  approved  is  language  to  transfer 
under  this  head  $10,000  from  the  appropriation  “Expenses  of  referees,” 
and  language  to  provide  that  the  $10,000  allowed  for  additional  po¬ 
sitions  remain  available  for  obligation  until  September  30,  1969. 

CHAPTER  XI 

Department  of  Transportation 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $10,  050,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  4,  634,  000 

House  allowance _  Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  i  2,  000,  000 


'  And  $100,000  in  title  III  for  increased  pay  costs. 

The  committee  considered  a  supplemental  budget  estimate  of 
$4,634,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 1971,  for  costs  associated 
with  the  move  of  units  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  the 
Nassif  Building  in  Southwest,  Washington,  D.C.  This  request  was  not 
considered  by  the  House. 

The  budget  request  for  space  consolidation  fell  into  three  major 
categories;  (1)  space  acquisition  costs,  $2,591,000;  (2)  one-time  costs 
related  to  consolidation,  $1,377,000;  and,  (3)  first-year  costs — con¬ 
tinuing  requirements,  $666,000.  During  the  course  of  the  committee 
questioning,  it  was  revealed  that  $2  million  would  enable  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  to  fund  the  move  until  the  end  of  the 
calendar  year  1969. 

The  committee,  therefore,  recommends  $2  million  to  meet  the  196S 
calendar  year  requirement.  In  addition,  this  would  permit  the  regulai 
Transportation  subcommittee  to  examine  the  remaining  requirements 
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The  recommended  $2  million,  to  remain  available  until  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1969,  woidd  provide  a  net  of  $200,000  for  space  occupancy 
costs  and  $1,800,000  for  other  consolidation  costs. 

NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  BOARD 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $4,  500,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  298,  000 

House  allowance _  *  298,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  *  298,  000 


>  And  release  of  $28,000  from  reserves. 

An  additional  $148,000  is  required  because  of  the  increased  frequency 
of  significant  aircraft  accidents  in  fiscal  year  1969,  and  $150,000  for 
increased  pay  costs.  In  fiscal  year  1968,  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  investigated  11  major  aircraft  accidents.  Thus  far,  in 
fiscal  year  1969,  24  aircraft  accidents  have  required  the  initiation  of 
24  in-depth  investigations.  The  safety  board  must  also  be  prepared  to 
handle  additional  investigations  in  this  fiscal  year.  In  light  of  the  above 
factors,  the  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $298,000, 
which  includes  $150,000  for  increased  pay  costs. 


COAST  GUARD 
RETIRED  PAY 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $51,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  91-50 _  2,  300,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  000,  000 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowance  of  $2  million  for 
this  appropriation,  for  which  $2,300,000  had  originally  been  requested 
in  the  supplemental  budget  estimate.  Testimony  revealed  that,  due 
to  a  fewer  number  of  voluntary  retirements  than  expected  during  1969, 
$2  million  would  fulfill  retired  pay  requirements.  Cost-of-living 
increases  are  adjusted  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1401(a) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Title  III  (increased  pay  costs)  includes  $41,342,000  (new  budget 
authority)  for  Department  of  Transportation  items.  In  addition,  the 
bill  provides  for  release  of  $954,000  in  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. 

The  following  summarizes  the  estimates  and  the  House  version  of 
the  bill,  from  which  no  appeal  was  made; 


Budget  estimate 

House  version  of 
the  bill  and 
Senate 
committee 
recommendation 

New  budget  authority . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . . . 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses  (increase) . 

.  $42, 802, 000 

.  (1,120,000) 

. .  (1,875,000) 

$41,342,000 

(954,000) 

(875,000) 
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CHAPTER  XII 
Treasury  Department 

BUREAU  OF  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 


1969  appropriation _  $56,  900,  000 

Supplemental  request  (H.  Doc.  91-50) _  1,  978,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  978,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  978,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  recommending  the  full 
amount  of  the  request  for  supplemental  funds  in  the  amount  of 
$1,978,000,  together  with  the  release  of  $334,000  of  funds  held  in 
reserve. 

The  funds  allowed  provide  $572,000  for  increased  payments  to 
banks  and  other  paying  agents  who  redeem  savings-type  securities 
on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  $863,000  for  increased 
reimbursable  operating  costs  of  Federal  Reserve  banks  acting  as 
fiscal  agents  for  the  Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  also  provides  for  $543,000  in  budget  authority  and  $334,000 
in  release  of  reserves  for  increased  pay  and  related  costs  under  Pubhc 
Law  90-206. 

U.S.  SECRET  SERVICE 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $20,  900,  000 

Supplemental  request  (S.  Doc.  91-18) _  *  470,  000 

House  allowance _  Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  470,  000 


1  This  amount  is  in  addition  to  $1,338,000  requested  for  increased  pay  costs  in  H.  Doc.  91-fO,  and  approved 
by  the  House  under  title  III  of  H.R.  11400. 

The  committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $470,000  for 
activities  under  this  head.  The  request  for  this  amount  was  contained 
in  Senate  Document  No.  91-18,  dated  May  12,  1969,  and  was  not 
considered  by  the  House. 

Testimony  before  the  Senate  revealed  that  past  estimates,  projec¬ 
tions,  evaluations,  and  judgments  of  the  Service  were  incorrect 
because  of  (1)  new  and  unanticipated  responsibilities  assigned  the 
Service  in  connection  with  the  protection  of  persons  detprmined  to 
be  major  Presidential  or  Vice  Presidential  candidates,  and  (2)  lack 
of  adequate  information  and  in-depth  knowledge  of  what  to  expect 
from  all  concerned.  Consequently,  the  Service’s  financial  estimates 
have  fallen  significantly  short  of  actual  need,  and  require  supple¬ 
mental  funds  in  the  amount  herein  recommended. 

Thus  in  recommending  the  amount  requested,  the  committee 
directs  that  the  Secret  Service  secure  the  assistance  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  with  a  view  to  providing  better  management  and 
financial  control.  In  addition,  the  committee  urges  that  better  co¬ 
ordination  and  understanding  be  developed  between  the  Secret 
Service  and  cooperating  agencies  to  facilitate  better  forecasts  and 
accounting  of  funding  arrangements. 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President 

COUNCIL  OF  ECONOMIC  ADVISERS 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _ $1,  030,  000 

Supplemental  request  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  107,  000 

House  allowance _  107,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  100,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  amount  of  $100,000,  a  reduction  of 
$7,000  in  the  estimate  and  House  allowance,  for  activities  under  this 
head. 

Of  the  $100,000  recommended,  $58,000  is  for  increased  economic 
studies  and  support  of  the  activities  of  the  President’s  Cabinet  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Economic  Policy,  $31,000  is  for  increased  pay  under  Public 
Law  90-206,  and  $11,000  is  to  fund  the  new  executive  pay  increase. 
The  reduction  is  a  result  of  the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  submission 
of  the  estimate. 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  COUNCIL 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

1969  appropriation _ $664,  000 

Supplemental  request  (H.  Doc.  91-94) _  200,  000 

House  allowance _  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  147,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $147,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $53,000  under  the  estimate  and  House  allowance,  for  activities 
under  this  head. 

Of  the  reduction  imposed,  $40,000  is  applied  to  the  request  for  funds 
for  reimbursement  of  eight  professional  employees  on  detail  from  NSC 
member  agencies.  The  committee  was  requested  by  the  Council  to 
lapse  this  amount  as  the  Council’s  operation  will  obviously  not  be 
impaired  since  it  has,  in  fact,  already  received  the  services  and  the 
employees  have  been,  and  wiU  continue  to  be,  funded  by  the  member 
agencies  through  the  balance  of  the  fiscal  year. 

In  the  main,  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  is  simply  a  result  of  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  bill.  In  the  total  amount  requested  under  this 
head  there  was  included  the  amount  of  $45,500  for  13  additional  em¬ 
ployees  lapsed  on  the  basis  of  an  assumed  May  1  entry  on  duty. 
Accordingly,  the  amount  requested  for  permanent  salaries  has  been 
Seduced  because  of  the  delay  in  hiring  and  the  time  that  has  elapsed 
rince  the  formulation  and  submission  of  the  estimate. 

CHAPTER  XIIII 

Claims  and  Judgments 

The  committee  recommends  the  amount  of  $18,188,688  for  claims 
and  judgments,  which  is  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  but 
$1,307,876  over  the  House-passed  bUl.  These  funds  are  provided  for 
the  mandatory  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  de¬ 
partments  ana  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  in  accord  with 
the  law;  and  judgments  rendered  against  the  United  States  by  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Claims  and  the  U.S.  district  courts. 
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The  increase  of  $1,307,876  included  by  the  Senate  committee 
resulted  from  the  submissions  directly  to  the  Senate  of  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  91-18,  dated  May  12,  1969,  and  Senate  Document  No.  22 
dated  June  9,  1969.  Details  of  the  other  claims  and  judgments  funded 
in  this  bill  may  be  determined  from  House  Document  No.  91-101, 
submitted  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  April  15,  1969. 

TITLE  III 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

For  pay  increases  and  related  costs,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
estimated  the  total  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  fiscal  year 
1969  to  be  $2,087  million.  This  results  from  a  variety  of  public  laws, 
which  are  enumerated  in  the  testimony  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  before  the  subcommittee.  A  total  of  $487  million, 
or  23.3  percent,  was  absorbed  from  available  funds,  leaving  a  balance 
of  $1,600  million  in  additional  supplemental  funds  required.  Included 
within  the  $487  million  of  absorptions  is  $191  million  requiring 
congressional  approval,  including  $78  million  reserved  under  Public 
Law  90-364,  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

A  tabulation  of  the  supplemental  appropriations  requested  and 
allowances  by  the  House  and  Senate  committee  follows: 


Budget 

authority 

requested 

In  House  bill 

Senate 

committee 

recommendation 

Increase 

Title  II... . . . 

Titlelll . . . 

.  $135,378,400 

.  1,454,734,396 

$116,435, 400 
1,183,298,454 

$124,846,400 
1,368, 137, 556 

-|-$8, 41 1,000 
+184,839, 102 

Total . . 

.  1,600,112,796 

1,299,733, 854 

1,492,983,956 

+193, 250, 102 

The  individual  pay  cost  increases  and  decreases  in  the  House  bill 
recommended  by  the  committee  are  as  follows; 


Title  II: 

Department  of  Defense: 

New  Budget  authority _  +$800,  000 

By  transfer _  ( +2,  600,  000) 

Veterans’  Administration _  4-7,  611,  000 


Total,  title  II _  +  8,  4 1 1,  000 


Title  III: 

Senate _  +2,  880,  102 

General  Accounting  Office _  — 100,  000 

Department  of  Agriculture _  —300,  000 

Department  of  Defense: 

Military  functions _  +182,200,000 

By  transfer _  ( +3,  600,  000) 

Civil  functions _  ( -f  100,  000) 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board _  ( +4,  000) 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission _  9,  000 

National  Labor  Relations  Board _  150,  000 


Total,  title  III _  184,  839,  102 


Grand  total,  new  budget  authority _  193,  250,  102 


Grand  total,  by  transfer  &  release  of  reserve _  6,  304,  000 
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It  will  be  observed  from  the  foregoing  tabulations  that  pay  cost 
increases  are  included  in  some  instances  in  title  II  of  the  bill  and  in 
other  cases  in  title  III  of  the  bill.  It  is  confusing,  in  examining  an 
individual  account,  to  be  confronted  with  this  situation.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  in  the  future  all  pay  cost  items  be  included  in  one 
separate  title. 


TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAK  1970  OUTLAYS 

The  committee  has  deleted  from  the  bill  the  provision  on  limitation 
of  1970  outlays  inserted  by  the  House  committee  and  has  placed  in 
the  bill  an  entirely  new  provision. 

Under  the  committee  recommendation,  the  limitation  on  fiscal 
year  1970  outlays  would  be  set  at  $187.9  billion,  which  compares 
vdth  President  Nixon’s  revised  budget  figure  of  $192.9  billion.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  provision  also  contains  language  which  would 
exempt  from  the  limitation  so-called  uncontrollable  outlays  to  the 
extent  that  these  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1970  exceed  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1969.  The  committee  desires  to  make  it  entirely  clear  that  the 
limitation,  because  of  the  exemption,  may  be  exceeded  by  $3.1  biUion. 
It  is  estimated  that  $3.1  billion  is  the  amount  social  security,  interest 
on  the  public  debt,  veterans’  pensions,  public  assistance  grants,  farm 
price  supports,  special  support  of  Southeast  Asia,  and  other  uncon¬ 
trollable  items  in  1970  exceed  comparable  figures  for  1969.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  these  increases  do  not  materialize,  the  limitation  could 
not  be  exceeded  otherwise.  The  increase  of  $3.1  biUion  in  uncontrol¬ 
lable  items  in  fiscal  year  1970  over  comparable  items  for  fiscal  year 
1969  is  a  net  figure. 

While  a  ceiling  of  $187.9  billion  is  $5  billion  less  than  the  revised 
budget,  the  committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  the  savings  may  or  may 
not  be  this  large  because  of  these  exemptions.  However,  even  with  these 
estimated  increases  for  the  exemptions,  the  ceiling  would  be  $1.9  billion 
under  the  House  ceiling  and  the  revised  budget,  and  at  least  this 
amount  would  be  saved  under  the  committee  recommendation. 

It  is  most  difficult  to  estimate  figures  for  these  uncontrollable  items. 
The  January  budget  had  certain  figures  which  were  revised  by  better 
information  in  the  April  15  review.  The  committee  has  been  advised 
that  the  April  15  review  figures  are  in  line  for  another  revision.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  make  firm  estimates  in  this 
regard,  the  committee  has  recommended  as  a  base  for  comparison  for 
uncontrollable  items  the  figures  for  fiscal  year  1969,  since  these  figures 
are  now  almost  firm. 

The  House  provision  which  was  stricken  by  the  committee  set  a 
limitation  on  fiscal  year  1970  outlays  in  the  amount  of  the  new 
President  Nixon  budget  of  $192.9  billion.  This  figure  would  increase 
or  decrease,  depending  upon  the  action  or  inaction  of  the  Congress  on 
the  appropriation  bills  and  other  proposals.  Under  the  committee 
recommendation,  a  definite  reduction  of  at  least  $1.9  billion  has  been 
recommended  which  will  serve  as  an  incentive  to  reduce  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  by  at  least  this  amount.  The  language  recommended  by  the 
committee  reads  as  follows: 
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LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  OUTLAYS 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of 
the  Federal  Government  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 
shall  not  exceed  $187,900,000,000:  Provided,  That  such  amount  shall 
be  increased  or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount  by  which  the  sum 
expenditures  and  net  lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than  or 
lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net  lending  in  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  for — 

“(1)  items  designated  “Open-ended  programs  and  fixed 
costs”  in  the  table  appearing  on  page  16  of  the  Budget  of  the 
United  States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document  No.  Oi¬ 
ls,  Part  I,  91st  Congress) ; 

“(2)  the  item  designated  “Special  Southeast  Asia  support”  in 
the  table  appearing  on  page  27  of  that  Budget;  and 

“(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  Federally-impacted  areas, 
under  the  Acts  of  September  23  and  September  30,  1950  (20 
U.S.C.,  chs.  13  and  19). 

“(b)  The  President  shall  reserve  from  expenditure  and  net  lending, 
from  appropriations  or  other  obligational  authority  heretofore,  here¬ 
in,  or  hereafter  made  available  (including  amounts  made  available  to 
carry  out  programs  to  which  title  IV  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Amendments  is  applicable),  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a). 

“Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall  be  in  amounts  sufficient 
to  insure  reductions  of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000  in  expenditures 
and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts  recommended  in  the  April  review 
of  the  1970  Budget,  for  programs  other  than  those  designated  in 
subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  ana  (3)  of  subsection  (a). 

“(c)  In  the  administration  of  any  program  as  to  which — 

“(1)  the  amount  of  expenditures  or  net  lending  is  limited  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (a),  and 

“(2)  the  allocation,  grant,  apportionment,  or  other  distribu¬ 
tion  of  funds  among  recipients  is  required  to  be  determined  by 
application  of  a  formula  involving  the  amount  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  for  distribution,  the  amount  available 
for  expenditure  or  obligation  (as  determined  by  the  President) 
shall  be  substituted,  in  the  application  of  the  formula,  for  the 
amount  apjiropriated  or  otherwise  made  available.” 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Repeal  of  Limitations  on  Number  of  Civilian  Employees 

The  committee  has  inserted  the  following  language  in  the  bill: 

Sec.  503.  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968  {Public  Law  90-364,  approved  June  28,  1968) 
is  hereby  repealed. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  repeal  section  201  of  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-364), 
which  in  essence  provides  that  only  three  out  of  four  vacancies  in  the 
executive  branch  may  be  filled,  until  the  June  30,  1966,  level  of  em¬ 
ployment  has  been  reached  for  the  entire  Federal  Government. 
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Furthermore,  the  provision  requires  that  Federal  employment  be 
maintained  at  that  June  1966  level. 

Subsequently,  the  Congress  exempted  certain  agencies  and  pro¬ 
grams  from  the  application  of  this  section. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  on  the  present  bill  convinced  the 
committee  that  the  provision,  which  was  designed  to  promote  economy 
and  efficiency  in  Government,  has  had  the  reverse  effect — it  is  ex¬ 
travagant  in  its  impact  and  too  rigid  for  the  effective  utilization  of 
manpower. 

In  the  case  of  the  Social  Security  Administration,  employee  over¬ 
time  has  had  to  be  substituted  for  regular  time  in  order  to  meet  the 
increasing  workloads.  The  statement  was  made  that  it  has  cost 
roughly  $6  million  more  in  fiscal  year  1969  to  process  the  work  done 
on  overtime  than  if  that  work  had  been  performed  on  a  regular-time 
basis.  Additionally,  some  important  purchases  have  had  to  be  post¬ 
poned  and  certain  activities  deferred  to  meet  the  stringencies  imposed 
by  the  employee  limitation. 

The  experience  of  the  Treasury  Department  has  been  similar. 
Testimony  in  the  hearings  indicated  that  the  Bureau  of  Customs, 
because  of  insufficient  manpower,  has  been  unable  to  examine  all 
mailed  packages,  which  has  resulted  in  an  estimated  loss  of  between 
$30-to-$40  million  in  revenue.  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  reports 
there  has  been  an  estimated  revenue  loss  in  fiscal  year  1969  of  $500 
million,  and  in  the  event  the  restrictions  are  not  lifted  for  fiscal  year 
1970,  the  total  loss  might  be  as  high  as  $1  billion. 

Other  examples  of  the  undesirable,  and  unanticipated,  effects  of  the 
personnel  restrictions  are  cited  in  the  committee  hearings,  and  atten¬ 
tion  is  called  particularly  to  the  testimony  of  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

On  May  27,  1969,  the  House  of  Representatives  passed  two  appro¬ 
priation  bUls  for  fiscal  year  1970 — the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  appropriation  bill  and  the  Departments  of  Treasury, 
Post  Office,  and  executive  office  appropriation  bill — which  contained 
similar  provisions,  removing  the  agencies  covered  in  these  bills,  for 
fiscal  year  1970  only,  from  the  personnel  limitations  imposed  by  section 
201.  These  bills  have  been  referred  to  the  Senate  committee  and  are 
now  receiving  the  attention  of  the  subcommittees  having  jurisdiction. 

It  is  the  committee’s  view  that  the  application  of  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364  has  resulted  in  the  ineffective  deployment  of  per¬ 
sonnel,  inefficient  use  of  overtime,  the  interruption  or  curtailment  of 
essential  services,  and  costly  losses  in  revenue  expected  in  several  areas 
of  the  Government’s  operations  during  the  fiscal  year. 

The  committee  recommends,  therefore,  that  section  201  be  repealed 
outright,  and  permanently,  rather  than  on  a  departmental  or  yearly 
basis,  and  has  thus  inserted  language  in  the  accompanying  bill  to 
accomplish  this  purpose. 

The  provision  to  be  repealed  reads  as  follows: 


30-304  o— ea 
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SEC.  201.  LIMITATION  ON  THE  NUMBER  OF  CIVILIAN 
OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  EXECU¬ 
TIVE  BRANCH. 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section — 

(1)  No  person  shall  be  appointed  as  a  full-time  civihan  em¬ 
ployee  to  a  permanent  position  in  the  executive  branch  during  any 
month  when  the  number  of  such  employees  is  greater  than  the 
number  of  such  employees  on  June  30,  1966. 

(2)  The  number  of  temporary  and  part-time  employees  in  any 
department  or  agency  in  the  executive  branch  during  any  month 
shall  not  be  greater  than  the  number  of  such  employees  during  the 
corresponding  month  of  1967. 

(b) (1)  During  any  period  when  appointments  are  otherwise  pro¬ 
hibited  under  subsection  (a)(1),  the  head  of  any  department  or 
agency  may,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  subsection,  appoint 
a  number  of  persons  as  full-time  civilian  employees  in  permanent  posi¬ 
tions  in  such  department  or  agency  equal  to  75  percent  of  the  number 
of  vacancies  in  such  positions  which  have  occurred  during  such  period 
by  reason  of  resignation,  retirement,  removal,  or  death. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  all  agencies  which,  on, the  first 
day  of  any  period  when  appointments  are  otherwise  prohibited  under 
subsection  (a)(1),  have  50  or  fewer  full-time  civilian  employees  in 
permanent  positions  shall  be  treated  as  one  agency,  and  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the 
“Director”)  shall  determine  the  vacancies  in  each  such  agency  which 
may  be  filled  by  reason  of  paragraph  (1). 

(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  the  Director  may  reassign 
vacancies  from  one  department  or  agency  to  another  department  or 
agency  when  such  reassignment  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Director, 
necessary  or  appropriate  because  of  the  creation  of  a  new  department 
or  agency,  because  of  a  change  in  functions,  or  for  the  more  efficient 
operation  of  the  Government. 

(4)  If  a  full-time  civilian  employee  in  a  permanent  position  is 
transferred  from  one  department  or  agency  to  another  department 
or  agency — 

(A)  such  transfer  shall  be  taken  into  account  under  paragraph 
(1)  as  an  appointment  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency 
to  which  he  transfers,  and 

(B)  subsection  (a)(1)  shall  not  apply  to  an  appointment  to 
the  vacancy  in  the  department  or  agency  from  which  he  trans¬ 
ferred  and  such  vacancy  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  under 
paragraph  (1). 

(c)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)(2),  the  Director  may  reassign 
authorized  temporary  and  part-time  employment  from  one  department 
or  agency  to  another  department  or  agency  when  such  reassignment  is, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Director,  necessary  or  appropriate  because  of  the 
creation  of  a  new  department  or  agency,  because  of  a  change  in  func¬ 
tions,  or  for  the  more  efficient  operation  of  the  Government. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account — 

( 1)  any  position  filled  by  appointment  by  the  President  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  other  than  for  purposes 
of  determining  under  subsection  (a)(1)  the  number  of  fuU-time 
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civilian  employees  in  permanent  positions  in  the  executive  branch 
at  any  time, 

(2)  casual  employees  or  employees  serving  without  compensa¬ 
tion,  and 

(3)  those  employees  (not  exceeding  70,000  during  any  month) 
appointed  under  the  President’s  program  to  provide  summer 
employment  for  economically  or  educationally  disadvantaged 
persons  between  the  ages  of  16  and  22. 

(e)  The  Director  shall  maintain  a  continuous  study  of  all  appropria¬ 
tions  and  contract  authorizations  in  relation  to  personnel  employed 
and  shall  reserve  from  expenditure  the  savings  in  salaries  and  wages 
resulting  from  the  operation  of  this  section,  and  any  savings  in  other 
categories  of  expense  which  he  determines  will  result  from  such 
operation. 

(f)  The  departments  and  agencies  in  the  executive  branch  shall 
submit  to  the  Director  such  information  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  carry  out  his  functions  under  this  section. 

(g)  The  Director  shall  submit  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter,  beginning  with 
the  quarter  ending  September  30,  1968,  a  report  on  the  operation  of 
this  section. 

(h)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  supersede  or  modify^  the  reemploy¬ 
ment  rights  of  any  person  under  section  9  of  the  Military  Selective 
Service  Act  of  1967  or  any  other  provision  of  law  conferring  reemploy¬ 
ment  rights  upon  persons  who  have  performed  active  duty  in  the 
Armed  Forces. 

(i)  The  Director  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(j)  This  section  (other  than  subsection  (i))  shall  take  effect  on  the 
first  day  of  the  first  month  which  begins  after  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

Validating  Clause 

The  following  provision  which  will  authorize  obligation  of  funds 
for  5  days  following  the  date  of  approval  of  this  act,  together  with 
language  validating  obligations  incurred  in  anticipation  of  this  act, 
has  been  included  in  the  bill  by  the  committee.  This  provision  is 
necessary  in  view  of  the  delay  in  this  bill. 

A  similar  provision  was  contained  in  the  second  supplemental 
appropriation  bill,  1968,  a  year  ago. 

The  provision  reads  as  follows: 

Section  504-  Funds  appropriated,  or  otherwise  made  available, 
by  this  Act  Jor  the  fiscal  year  1969,  shall  remain  available  jor 
obligation  until  July  1,  1969  or  jor  five  days  after  the  date  of 
approval  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  later,  unless  a  longer  period 
is  specifically  provided:  Provided,  That  all  obligations  incurred 
in  anticipation  of  such  appropriations  and  authority  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969  as  well  as  those  for  longer  periods  as  set 
forth  herein  are  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  hereof. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILI^Continued 
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Calendar  No.  2 1 8 


91st  congress 
1st  Session 


RR.  11400 


[Report  No.  91—228] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1969 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

June  11, 1969 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  February  7,  1969,  by 
Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repvesenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  supple- 

5  mental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Second 

6  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
DEPARTMENT  OE  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Militaey  Peesonnel,  Army 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel, 
Anny”,  $110,000,000. 

Military  PEiiSONNEL,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Navy”,  $1-4,500,000  $21,500,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Air  Force 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel. 
Air  Force”,  $-14-5,-000,-000  $146,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance’  Army”,  $96,310,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  jMarine  Corps”,  $15,390,000,  and  in  addition, 
$8,910,000,  to  he  derived  hij  transfer  from  the  appropria¬ 
tion  ^^Procurement,  Marine  Corps”. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Air  Force”,  $242,700,000. 
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PROCUREMENT 

Peooueembnt  op  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Aemy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Trocurement  of  equip¬ 
ment  and  missiles,  Army”,  $640,100,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

TITLE  II 
CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
for  “Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control”,  $1,400,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Cooperative  extension 
work,  payments  and  expenses”,  for  “Retirement  and  employ¬ 
ees’  compensation  costs  for  extension  agents”,  $218,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

FLOOD  prevention 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  prevention” ,  $4., 
000,000  to  remain  available  nntil  expendeel  for  emerfienci 
measures  for  runoff  retardation  anel  soil  erosion  preven¬ 
tion,  as  provided  bp  section  246  of  the  Flood  Control  Aa 
of  1950  (33  U.S.C.  701  b-1). 
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Ageicultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act  program”, 

$7,500,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

EMERGENCY  CREDIT  REVOLVING  FUND 
There  may  be  transferred  to  the  Emergency  Credit  Re¬ 
volving  Fund  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  of  the  unobligated 
funds  in  the  Direct  Loan  Account,  to  be  reimbursed  to  the 
Direct  Loan  Account  from  repayments  of  loans  made  from 
the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 

CHAPTER  II 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Reserve  Personnel,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel, 
Navy”,  $4,150,000. 

Reserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resei^e  personnel.  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps”,  $4yO0OjOOO  $6,400,000. 

Retired  Pay,  Defense 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay.  Defense”, 
$175,000,000. 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


5 


OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Navy”,  $20,000,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 
For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Marine  Corps”,  $3,600,000,  and  in  addition,  $1,000,- 
000  to  he  derived  hy  transfer  from  the  appropriation  ^‘Pro¬ 
curement,  Marine  Corps'’ . 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Army  National  Guard”,  $10,000,000,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion,  $3,000,000,  to  he  derived  hy  transfer  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation, 
Army” . 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Air  National  Guard”,  $8,800,000,  and  in  addition, 
$5,377,000,  to  he  derived  hy  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
“Other  Procurement,  Air  Force” . 

General  Provision 

SeOt  204t  Deficioncieo  incurred  under  tFe  terms  ef  sec¬ 
tion  3732  ef  tbe  Ile¥ise4  Statutes^  as  amended  -f44  EtS.C. 
11) shall  not  exceed  the  amounts  of  the  estimates  in  Souse 
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94-1)0  91  94,  Of  Ike 


^foeidcd  horcin,  wkiehc¥ep  is  leweiv  fee  seek  seek  aelkee- 
ise4  purposcT 


CHAPTER  III 
DISTRICT  OE  COLUMBIA 


Federal  Funds 

FEDERAL  PAIAIENT  TO  TIU:  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  payment  to  the 
District  of  Columbia”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  $10,365,000. 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL 

OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Loans  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  capital  outlay',  for  the  general  fund  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  $18,736,000. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $975,000,  of  which  $1,000  shall  be  payable  from 
the  highway  fund. 


PUBLIC  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety”,  $10,034,- 
000,  of  vdiich  $95,000  for  the  Department  of  Corrections 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969,  and  of 
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which  $528,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund, 
and  of  which  $1,302,000  shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal  year 
1968. 

EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education”,  $13,931,000. 

HEALTH  AND  WELFAEE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  welfare”, 

$111,000. 

SANITARY  ENGINEERING 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sanitary  engineering”, 
$252,000. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS 

For  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  approved  by 
the  Commissioner  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as  amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46 
Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131) ,  $50,000. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Capital  outlay’ ,  $18- 
736,000,  of  which  $1,514,000  shall  not  he  available  for 
expenditure  until  July  1,  1969. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be 
paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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CHAPTER  IV 
FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELF  ARE 

Sociaij  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

ASSISTANCE  TO  REFUGEES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  refugees 
in  the  United  States’^  $2,700,000  to  he  derived  hy  transfer 
from  appropriations  for  ‘‘Economic  Assistance” ,  fiscal  year 
1969,  of  the  Agency  for  International  Development,  and,  in 
addition,  $35,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
International  Financial  Institutions 

SUBSCRIPTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

ASSOCIATION 

For  payment  of  the  first  installment  of  the  United  States 
share  of  the  1969-1971  increase  in  the  resources  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association,  as  authorized  hy  law, 
$160,000,000,  to  remain  availahle  until  expended. 
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CHAPTEK  V 

EXECUTIVE  OEEIGE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
telecommunications”,  $5O0-,00Q  $777,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

DISASTER  RELIEF 

For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Disaster  relief”,  $35,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Federal  Trade  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$600,000  of  which  $100,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969;  (and  release  of  $81,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
361) . 


ir.R.  11400 - 2 
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National  Science  Foundation 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  appropriation  granted  under  this  head  in  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1969,  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purchase  of  one  aircraft  for  replacement  only. 
Selective  Service  System 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$2, 57-3-, 000  $3,139,000. 

Veterans  Administration 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pen¬ 
sions”,  ^IrTOrOOOjOOO  $276,600,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

READJUSTMENT  BENEFITS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Eeadjustment  benefits”, 
$14,200,000  $89,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

MEDICAL  CARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $46,189,  ■ 
000  $53,800,000:  (and  release  of  $15,167,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364). 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  opera tino-  ex¬ 
penses”,  $12,000,000. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Moetgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNEESniP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 
The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section 
235  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat. 
477),  is  increased  ))y  $407000-,000  $50,000,000  and  the 
limitation  on  total  ]»aynients  under  those  entered  into  under 
section  236  of  such  Act  (82  Stat.  498)  is  increased 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  aU  contracts  for  annual  grants  with 
educational  institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604), 
is  increased  by  $2,500,000. 

LOW  RENT  PUBLIC  HOUSING  ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS 
For  additional  amounts  for  “Low  rent  public  housing 
annual  contributions”,  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968, 
and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1969. 

D  KPAJiTMENTA  L  Ma  NA  GEMENT 
FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

For  (Oi  additional  amount  for  ''Fair  housing  profiranF , 

$1,000,000. 
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OHAPTEK  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOURCES 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Management  of  lands 
and  resources”,  $10,410,000;  and  in  addition,  $1,803,000 
(including  $175,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  appropriation  for  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969;  (and  release  of  $275,000  reserved 
under  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”  pursuant  to 
said  section  201 ) . 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Education  and  Welfare  Services 
For  a7i  additional  amount  for  ^'Education  and  welfare 
services”,  $2,781,000. 

RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”, 
$2,7-69,000  $2,700,000,  of  which  $150,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1909;  (and  release  of  $426,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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I^UBBAU  OF  Outdoor  Eecreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 
4^1=  ft  yepftya])lc  ftflvtwftft  le  44te  -Land  ft«4  wftlor  ees- 
sorvation  fund"— ^  ftft  ft«lkei=ked  dy  seftli-an-  4-(-b)  ef  Ike  Land 
ftnd  Editor  Oensftft¥ftlift«  Lkind  Aftl  el  19de,  ae  amended  -(Ld 
LTtS.Ot  4601-7) ,  fei=  liquidation  el  obligations  inomrod  against 
saok  land  pursuant  to  levvy  $19,000,000,  to  remain  availalde 
until  ONpendedv 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”,  to  be  derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  fund”  and  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  liqui¬ 
dation  of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  section  3(b)  (1) 
of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law  90-545) ,  $19,- 
000,000. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  TEBBITOBIES 
Administbation  of  Territories 
For  an  additional  amount  for  ^^Administration  of  ter¬ 
ritories',  $950,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Geological  Survey 

SURVEYS,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND  RESEARCH 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations, 
and  research”,  $2,092,000  $2,242,000,  of  which  $300,000 
shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1970, 
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Bureau  of  Mines 
Health  and  Safety 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Ileidili  and  safety'’, 
$750,000  to  remain  available  until  September  30,  1069. 

HELIUM  FUND 

For  an  additional  amoimt  of  borrowing  authority  for 
the  “Helium  fund”,  $10,000,000,  to  remain 

available  without  liscal  year  limitation. 

Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$48,000. 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

PAYMENT  TO  FISHERMEN’S  PROTECTIVE  FUND 

For  payment  to  “Fishennen’s  Protective  Fimd”,  estab- 
hshed  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  12,  1968  (82  Stat. 
729),  $60,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATIONS  OF  RESOURCES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investi¬ 
gations  of  resources”,  $1,353,000,  of  ivhicli  $250,000  shall 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1969;  (and  release  of 
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$139,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  rublic  Law  90-364) . 

CONSTRUCTION 

Lor  an  additional  amount  for  '‘Construction”,  #200j000 
'$400,000,  to  remain  availaljle  until  expended. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  pro¬ 
tection”,  $274-741  jO 00  $2,366,000;  (and  release  of  $195,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) . 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $400^000 
$1,103,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

DEPAKTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Service 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and 
utilization”,  as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $25- 
02$y905  $24,374,000,  of  ivhich  $460,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1960;  “Forest  research”, 
$1,564,000;  and  “State  and  jirivate  forestry  cooperation”, 
$124,000:  (and  release  of  $1,676,000  reserved  under  “For- 
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cst  protection  and  utilization”  })nrsnant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) . 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  AETS  AND  THE 

HUMANITIES 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
equal  to  the  total  amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of 
mone}^,  and  other  property  received  prior  to  September  1, 
1969  by  each  Endowment  under  the  provisions  of  section 
10(a)  (2)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and 
the  Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  a 
total  of  $3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

OHAPTEE  VII 
DEPAETMENT  OF  LABOE 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOR  FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES  AND  EX-SERVICEMEN 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen”, 
$20,000,000. 

MANPO^^  EK  A  DMINISTUA  TION 
MANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAINING  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  102  of  the  3Ianpower  Development  and  Training  Act 
of  1962,  as  amended,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available  until 
September  30, 1969. 
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Wage  and  Laboe  Standaeds 
Bueeau  op  Employees’  Compensation 
employees’  compensation  claims  and  expenses 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Employees’  compensation 
claims  and  expenses”,  $15,900,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 


Office  of  Education 

HIGHEE  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational  ac¬ 
tivities”,  $19,920,000  meluding  payments  autliorize4  hy 
section  108  (h)-  of  the  Distiict  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Aoty  as  amended  -(-Pubfie  P/aw  90  3-54,  approved  June  8O7 
1968)-,  and  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by  section  800 
of  the  Higher  Education  F aeibties  Aetj  as  amended  -(Public 
Law  90  575,  approved  October  1%  1908}-,  $11, 101,000,  of 
which  $3,920,000  shah  remain  available  until  (^pended  for 
said  annual  interest  grants :  That,  in  addition, 

$100,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Connnunity 
mental  health  resour(!e  support-’.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 :  Provided  fitrther.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual  interest  gi^ants  author- 
ized  by  section  800  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Actj 
as  amended  hy  Pithlic  Law  90  575^  shall  be  used  to  fonnu 
late  or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any  iustitutioit  of  higher  edu- 
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eatioB  ftnless  stteb  h 


is  m  fen 


with 


scctfen  504  el  seeb  Ael  of  which  $3,920,000  shall  he  for' 
annual  interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher 
Education  Facilities  ^Act,  as  anie7ided  (Public  Law  90-575, 
approved  October  16,  1968),  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  said  annual  interest  grants,  and  $16,000,000 
shall  be  for  educational  opportunity  gra^its  under  part  A  of 
title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  to 
remain  available  through  June  30,  1970 :  Provided,  That,  in 
addition,  $160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  ^Com¬ 
munity  mental  health  resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual  interest  grants  author¬ 
ized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act, 
as  amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any  institution  of  higher 
education  unless  such  institution  is  in  full  compliance  with 
section  504  of  such  Act. 


Public  Health  Seevicb 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENERAL 
COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SERVICES 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Comprehensive  health 
planning  and  services”,  $9,186,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Coimnunity  mental  health  resoiu’ce  support”.  Public 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $292,000 
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reserved  under  “Comprehensive  health  planning  and  serv- 
ices’’  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  : 
Provided,  That  the  amount  made  available  under  “Compre¬ 
hensive  health  planning  and  services”  in  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act, 
1969,  for  grants  undei'  section  314(a)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  is  reduced  from  “$7,375,000”  to  $7,125,000. 

DISTEIOT  ep  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 
Per  gTants  and  leans  pujFSuant  le  Ihe  District  ef  Celum- 
hia  Medical  Eacllities  Construction  Act  ef  1968  -(Puh-lic 
Law  90-457) -,  $15>0007000,  te  remain  available  until 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Seevice 

GEANTS  TO  STATES  FOE  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Grants  to  States  for 
maintenance  payments” ;  “Grants  to  States  for  medical  assist¬ 
ance”;  and  “Social  services,  administration,  training,  and 
demonstration  projects”;  $651,546,000. 

ASSISTANCE  FOE  EEPATEIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  for  repatriated 
United  States  nationals”,  $100,000. 

Social  Security  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “TAniitation  on  salaries 
and  expenses,”  Socicd  SecuriUj  Administration,  $21,200,- 
000,  to  he  expended,  as  authorized  by  section  201(g)(1)  of 
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the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  from  any  one  or  all 
of  the  trust  funds  referred  to  therein. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

SENATE 

For  payment  to  Vide  G.  Bartlett,  widow  of  E.  L. 
Bartlett,  late  a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Alaska,  $30,000. 

The  clerk  hire  allowance  of  each  Senator  from  the  States 
of  Illinois  and  Texas  shall  be  increased  to  that  allowed  Sen¬ 
ators  from  States  having  a  population  of  eleven  million,  the 
population  of  said  States  having  exceeded  eleven  million 
inhabitants. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Inquiries  and  Investi¬ 
gations'”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $126,900. 

House  of  Repeesbntatives 

For  payment  to  LeKa  Ashton  Everett,  mother  of  Robert 
A.  Everett,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  $30,000. 
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CONTINGENT  EXPENSES 

Miscellaneous  items:  The  limitation  under  this  head, 
fiscal  year  1969,  on  the  payment  to  the  Architect  of  the 
Capitol  in  accordance  with  section  208  of  the  Act  approved 
October  9,  1940  (Public  Law  812) ,  is  hereby  increased  by 

$36,000. 

Aechttect  of  the  Capitol 
House  office  buildings:  From  and  after  March  1,  1969, 
the  compensation  of  the  Superintendent  of  Garages  shall  be 
at  the  basic  annual  rate  of  $5,270. 

CHAPTER  IX 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
Department  op  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers — Civil 

FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  COASTAL  EMERGENCIES 
For  an  additional  a7nount  for  “Flood  control  ami 
coastal  emergencies” ,  $25,000,000,  to  remain  until  expended. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Atomic  Energy  Commission 

PLANT  AND  CAPITAL  EQUIPMENT 
For  and  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Plant  and  Capital 
Equipment'^  $45,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended. 

CHAPTER  K  Z 
DEPARTMENT  OE  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  aistd  GIeneeal  Administeation 
SALARIES  and  EXPENSES,  GENEEAL  ADMINISTEATTON 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  administration”,  $65,000,  of  ivhich  $40,000  shall 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1969,  and,  in  addition, 
$231,000  wliieh  shall  l)e  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  ex])enses”,  Law  Eii- 
foreement  Assistaiiee  Administration,  pursuant  to  section 
20 J  of  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $2,000  which  shall  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries 
and  expenses.  Community  Relations  Service”,  ])ui*suant  to 
said  section  201. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENEEAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 
Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
general  legal  activities”,  $l-y-31 4,000  $1,277,000,  of  which 
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$101,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969, 
and,  in  addition,  $100,000  which  shall  he  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  (the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $100,- 
000  reseiwed  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal 
activities”  pursuant  to  said  section  201 ) . 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  ANTITRUST  DIVISION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Antitrust  Division”,  $99,000,  and,  in  addition,  $262,000 
which  shall  he  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law  Enforcement  Assistance 
Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364;  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses.  Antitrust  Division”  pursuant  to  said  section  201) . 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  UNITED  STATES  ATTORNEYS 

AND  MARSHALS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
United  States  attorneys  and  marshals”,  $2,505,000  of  which 
$162,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969; 
(and  release  of  $150,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 
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Federal  Prison  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Bureau  of  Prisons”,  $2,319,000;  (and  release  of  $250,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

SUPPORT  OF  united  STATES  PRISONERS 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Support  of  United  States 
Prisoners”,  $2,500,000. 

Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,187,000  of  ivhich  $737,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969;  (and  release  of  $400,000  reserved 
under  this  appro])riatioii  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Economic  Development  Assistance 

OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRATION 
The  amount  required  to  be  advanced  from  “Operations 
and  administration”  to  the  Small  Business  Administration 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  processing  of  loan  appli¬ 
cations  is  hereby  reduced  to  $1,200,000;  (and  release  of 
$116,000  reserved  under  this  appropnation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  in  the  appro- 
priation  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Commerce 
Appropriation  Act,  1969,  for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned 
officers  and  payments  under  the  Retired  Serviceman’ s  Family 
Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall  he  available  in  that  appro¬ 
priation  for  such  expenses. 

Maeitime  Administeation 

STATE  MAEINB  SCHOOLS 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  ‘^State  maiine  schools”, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allow¬ 
ances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 
State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  “Ship  construction”. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

SUPEEME  COUET  OF  TILE  UNITED  STATES 

FEINTING  AND  BINDING  SUPEEME  COUET  EEPOETS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Trinting  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  $27,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Trinting  and  binding 
Supreme  Court  reports”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $10,000. 
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Customs  Couet 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$113,000. 

Couet  of  Appeals,  Disteict  Couets,  and  Othee 

Judicial  Seevices 

SALAEIES  OP  JUDGES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”, 
#l-,97§,000  $1,948,000. 

SALAEIES  OF  SUPPOETING  PEESONNEL 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting 
personnel”,  $2,412,000  of  which  $205,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969. 

Fees  and  Expenses  of  Court- Appointed  Counsel 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fees  and  expenses  of 
court-appointed  counsel” ,  fiscal  year  1968,  $850,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fees  and  expenses  of 
court-appointed,  counsel”,  fiscal  year  1969,  $850,000. 

TEAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous 


expenses”,  $400,000. 
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administrative  office  of  the  united  states  courts 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administrative  Office  of 
the  United  States  Courts”,  $97,500,  of  which  $10,000  shall 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1969,  and,  in  addition, 
$10,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Expenses  of  referees”,  fiscal  year  1969. 

CHAPTER  X  XI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ^'Salaries  and  expenses'” , 
$2,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31,  1969, 
for  necessary  expenses  in  connection  with  the  consolidation  of 
Departmental  activities  into  the  Southwest  Area  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.G. 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$298,000;  (and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 
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Coast  Guaed 

EETIEED  PAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Eetired  pay”, 

$2,000,000. 

CHAPTER  XT  XU 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 

ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administering  the  public 
debt”,  $1,978,000;  (and  release  of  $334,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 

90-364) . 

U.8.  Secret  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘^Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$470,000. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$107,000  $100,000. 

National  Security  Council 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$200,000  $147,000. 
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CHAPTER  ^  XIII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 
For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  detennined  by  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  ren¬ 
dered  against  the  United  States  by  the  United  States  Court 
of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in 
Senate  Documents  Numbered  18  and  22  and  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  101,  Ninety-first  Congress,  $411,880,812 
$18,1S8,688,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments 
or  provided  by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due  to  in¬ 
creases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judgment 
herein  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become 
final  and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of 
the  parties  to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  further,  That 
unless  otherwise  specifically  required  l)y  law  or  by  judgment, 
paAunent  of  interest  wherever  appropriated  for  herein  shall 
not  continue  for  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  Act. 

TITLE  III 

INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 
For  additional  amounts  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  for  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  law,  as  follows : 
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LEGISLATIVE  BEANOH 
Senate 

“C(mipe7}sation  of  the  Vice  President  and  Senators'’, 
$458,270; 

‘‘Salaries,  officers  and  employees” ,  $ 1 ,647,837; 

“Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate”, 
$21,905; 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

“Senate  policy  committees,”  $27,190; 

“Automobiles  and  maintenance,”  $2,180; 

“Inquiries  and.  investigations” ,  $370,640;  including 
$14,460  for  the  Committee  on  Appropriations; 
“Folding  documents” ,  $2,565; 

“Miscellaneous  items”,  $169,015,  including 
$100,500  for  payment  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
in  accordance  with  section  4  of  Public  Law  87-82, 
approved  July  6,  1961; 

House  of  Eepeesentativi^s 

COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBERS 

Compensation  of  Members,  $1,975,000; 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS,  AND  EMPLOYEES 
“Office  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015; 

“Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $12,935; 

“Compilation  of  precedents  of  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives”,  $670; 
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‘‘Office  of  tlie  Chaplain”,  $1,250; 

“Office  of  the  Clerk”,  $110,000; 

“Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms”,  $192,000; 

“Office  of  the  Doorkeeper”,  $65,000; 

“Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $40,875; 

“Committee  employees”,  $400,000; 

Special  and  minority  employees: 

“Minority  employees”,  $11,410; 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $3,760; 
“House  Eepublican  conference”,  $3,760; 

“Majority  leader”,  $4,800; 

“Minority  leader”,  $4,005; 

“Majority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Minority  whip”,  $3,885; 

“Printing  clerks”,  $980; 

“Official  reporters  of  debates”,  $27,000; 

“Official  reporters  to  committees”,  $24,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $25,600; 

Members’  Clerk  Hire 
“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $3,050,000; 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
“Speeial  and  select  committees”,  $129,000; 

“Revision  of  laws”,  $1,490; 

“Speaker’s  automobile”,  $665; 
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“Majority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665; 

“IMinority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665 ; 

Joint  Items 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 
“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $13,500; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $17,820; 
“Joint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $12,425; 
Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
“Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production”,  $7,950; 

Aechitect  of  the  Capitol 
Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol:  “Salaries”, 
$36,000; 

Capitol  buildings  and  groimds : 

“Capitol  buildings”,  $74,500; 

“Capitol  grounds”,  $25,600; 

‘^Senate  office  buildings^’,  $174,000; 

^'Senate  garage”,  $6,500; 

“House  office  buildings”,  $300,000; 

“Capitol  power  plant”,  $27,500; 

Library  buildings  and  grounds:  “Structural  and  me¬ 
chanical  care”,  $28,000 ; 

Botanic  Garden 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $22,500; 
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Libraey  of  Congress 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $579,300:  Provided,  That 
$75,000  of  the  amount  allocated  for  rental  of  space  under 
this  head,  fiscal  year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay 
costs ; 

Copyright  Office:  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $109,800; 

Legislative  Reference  Service :  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$170,000,  and  in  addition,  $50,000  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  distri¬ 
bution  of  catalog  cards; 

Distribution  of  catalog  cards:  Not  to  exceed  $150,000 
of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal  year 
1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs; 

Organizing  and  microfilming  the  papers  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  :  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,000 ; 

“Collection  and  distribution  of  library  materials  (spe¬ 
cial  foreign  currency  program)  ”,  $9,000; 

Government  Printing  Office 

Office  of  Superintendent  of  Documents:  “Salaries  and 
expenses”,  $178,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $50,- 
000  of  the  $200,000  reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal 
year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay  costs ; 
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General  Accounting  Office 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,-^1 4, Q-QO  $2,114,000 ; 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries”,  $120,000; 

“Care  of  the  building  and  grounds”,  $15,900; 

Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $16,000; 

Court  of  Claims 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $64,000; 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judiciaij  Services 

“Expenses  of  referees”,  $248,000,  to  be  derived  from 
the  “Referees’  salary  and  expense  fund”; 

“Salaries  of  referees”,  $404,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
“Referees’  salary  and  expense  fund”; 

EXECUTIVE  OEEICE  OE  THE  PRESIDENT 
Compensation  of  the  President 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  of  the 
President”,  $44,584; 

Bureau  of  the  Budget 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $50,000;  (and  release  of 
$355,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of 
$70,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  see- 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses,  Telecommunications”;  (Release 
of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization  functions  of  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $40,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (Release  of  $28,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pul)lic 
Law  90-304)  ; 


Special 


Representative 


FOR.  Tradi:  Negotiations 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000; 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 


“Administrative  expenses”.  Agency  for  International 
Development,  $1,500,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
appropriations  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Administrative  and  other  expenses”.  Department  of 
State,  $75,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropria¬ 
tions  for  “Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969; 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTUliAJj  ReSEAECII  SERVICE 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $6,615,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 
“Payments  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $81,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Extension  Service 
“Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses” ; 
(Release  of  $135,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $73,000; 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
“Conservation  operations”,  $3,980,000;  (and  release 
of  $1,000,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  planning”,  $254,000;  (and  release  of 
$90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“River  basin  surveys  and  investigations”,  $306,000; 
(and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  sention  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Watershed  works  of  improvement”,  $688,000;  (and 
release  of  $300,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Flood  prevention”,  $224,000;  (and  release  of  $128,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Great  Plains  conservation  program”,  $160,000; 
“Eesource  conservation  and  development”,  $111,000; 
(and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Economic  Reseapcii  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $684,000; 

Statistical  Eeporting  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $527,000: 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
“Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams”,  S^t&OOtOOO  $2,000,000 (and  release  of  $600,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

“Special  milk  program”;  (Eelease  of  $15,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Foreign  Agricijltueal  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $362,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”.  Agricultural 
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Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 
(and  release  of  $68,000  reserved  under  ‘‘Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses’’,  Eoreign  Agricultural  Service,  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Commodity  Exchange  Ahthokity 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $65,000; 

Agricultueal  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Ser\tce 

“Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service”,  $4,108,000  of  which  $1,826,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  fiscal  year 
1969,  $1,560,000,  from  “Cropland  conversion  program”, 
and  $722,000  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Eund;  (and  release  of  $551,000  reseiwed  under  “Expenses, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Eueal  Community  Development  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $18,000;.  (and  release  of 
$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Inspector  Oenerai. 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $568,000; 
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Packees  and  Stockyaeds  Administeation 
‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $49,000;  (and  release  of 
$64,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Geneeal  Counsel 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $239,000; 

Office  of  Infoemation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $58,000; 

National  AcxBicultueal  Libeaey 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $40,000;  (and  release  of 
$35,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Management  Seevices 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $116,000;  (and  release  of 
$9,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Geneeal  Administeation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $224,000,  of  which  $36,000 
shall  he  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  and  expenses”, 
Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  (and  release  of 
$30,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Rueal  Electriftcatioj^^  Administration 
‘‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $624,000;  (and  release  of 
$11,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,094,000,  of  which  $13,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  Agricultural  Research  Service  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  $158,000  from 
“Payments  and  expenses”.  Cooperative  State  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  (including  $44,000  from  the  amount  reserved  pursuant 
to  said  section  201),  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  “Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  Federal  Extension  Service  pursuant  to  said  section 
201,  $150,000  from  “Payments  to  States  and  possessions”, 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  and  $412,000  from  “Crop¬ 
land  adjustment  program”.  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service;  (and  release  of  $156,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
“Administrative  and  operating  expenses”,  $274,000; 
(and  release  of  $97,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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DEPAETMENT  OF  COMMEEOE 
Genital  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $293,000,  of  which  $75,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Operations  and  adminis¬ 
tration”,  Economic  Development  Assistance; 

Office  of  Business  Economics 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Operations  and  administration”.  Economic 
Development  Assistance;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Bureau  of  the  Census 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $567,000 ; 

“1967  economic  censuses”,  $285,000; 

Business  and  Defense  Services  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $206,000;  (and  release  of 
$36,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Pubbc  Law  90-364)  ; 

International  Activities 
Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$163,000  reserved  imder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Export  control”,  $136,000;  (and  release  of  $60,000 
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reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Ijuw  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  Pield  Services 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $142,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  La'w  90-364)  ; 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,254,000;  (and  release  of 
$786,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Lavr  90-364)  ; 

“Research  and  development”,  $614,000;  (and  release 
of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  ap])ropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Patent  Office 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,240,000;  (and  release  of 
$321,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Bureau  of  Standards 
“Research  and  technical  services”,  $1,100,000; 

Maritime  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  administrative  expenses, 


$261,000; 
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‘‘Maritime  training”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of  $99,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $173,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
Military  Personnel 

“Military  personnel.  Army”,  $230,000,000  $300,000,- 
000; 

“Military  personnel.  Navy”,  $160,000,000  $198,700,- 
000; 

“Military  personnel,  Marine  Corps”,  $4-§-,-000,OQO  $61,- 
500,000 ; 

“Military  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $211,000,000  $267,- 
600,000 ; 

“National  Guard  personnel.  Army”,  $1-3,000,000  $16,- 
400,000 ; 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”,  $85,000,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force”,  $73,000,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Defense  agencies^^ 
$32,000,000,  anr]  in  addition,  $3,600,000,  to  he  derived  hy 
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transfer  from  the  appropriation  “Research,  Development, 
Test,  and  Evaluation,  Defense  Agencies' ; 

“Court  of  Military  Appeals”,  $18,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
Depaetment  of  the  Army 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS — CIVIL 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  general”,  $1,731,000,  and 
in  addition,  $1,869,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Construction  general”,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  expenses”,  $1-000,000  $1,100,000,  to  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Con¬ 
struction,  general”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364. 

UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $181,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

The  Panama  Canal 

CANAL  ZONE  GOVERNMENT 

“Operating  expenses”,  $1,085,000  (and  release  of 
$120,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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PANAMA  CANAL  COMPANY  FUND 
“Limitation  on  general  and  administrative  expenses”, 
(increase  of  $130,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative 
expenses  and  release  of  $20,000  reserved  under  this  limita¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,589,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”,  PubHc  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $835,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  : 

Office  of  Education 

“School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas”,  $16,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $12,000  reserved  under  “School  assistance  in 
federally  affected  areas”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $694,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
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$1,123,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Civil  rights  educational  activities”,  $67,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SUEGEOH  GEHEEAJj 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $307,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”, 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$80,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

HEALTH  MANPOWER 

“Health  manpower  education  and  utilization”;  (release 
of  $201,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Dental  health  activities”;  (release  of  $102,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DISEASE  PREVENTION  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTROL 

“Chronic  diseases”,  $436,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal 
year  1969:  (and  release  of  $130,000  reserved  under 
“Chronic  diseases”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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“Air  pollution”;  (release  of  $519,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

“Urban  and  industrial  health”;  (Pelease  of  $492,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Kadiological  health”,  $407,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”,  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

“Community  health  services”;  (release  of  $590,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $1,993,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”, 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$91,000  reserved  under  “Patient  care  and  special  health 
services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Hospital  construction  activities”;  (release  of  $169,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  health  activities”,  $2,640,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reseFs^ed  under  “Communicable 
diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  pursuant  to  section  204  of 
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Piiyic  Pjftw  90  3-04  fiscal  year  1960:  (and  release  of 
$214,000  reserved  under  “Indian  health  activities”  pursuant 
to  said  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

“Biologies  standards”;  (Eelease  of  $114,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Eegional  medical  programs”;  (Eelease  of  $67,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Environmental  health  sciences”;  (Eelease  of  $137,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH 

“Mental  health  research  and  services”,  $401,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  re¬ 
source  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 
(and  release  of  $801,000  reserved  under  “Mental  health 
research  and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital,  Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,984,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community 
mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969; 
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OTHEE  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SEEVICE 

“National  health  statistics”;  (Release  of  $271,000  re¬ 
served  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“National  Library  of  Medicine”;  (Release  of  $162,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Seevice 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,234,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

Social  Secueity  Administeation 

“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses  (trust  fund)  ”,  (In¬ 
crease  of  $18,147,000  in  the  limitation  on  “Salaries  and 
expenses”)  ; 

Special  Institutions 

“Gallaudet  College,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Howard  University,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $401,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health 
resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Freedmen’s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $291,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
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healtli  resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969; 

Office  of  the  Secretaey 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $216,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  “Conununity  mental  health  resource  support”. 
Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$232,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Ofiice  of  Field  Coordination,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$215,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Conununity 
mental  health  resource  support”,  Pubfic  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 ; 

“Ofiice  of  the  Comptroller,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Re¬ 
lease  of  $458,000  reserved  under  tliis  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Puhfio  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $233,- 
000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Conununity  mental 
health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $10,000  reserved  under  “Office  of 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Surplus  property  utilization”,  $57,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  sup¬ 
port”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”. 
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$56,0U0,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental 
health  resource  support”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  (and  release  of  $61,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DEPAETMENT  OE  HOUSING  AND  UEBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Eenewal  and  Housing  Assistance 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,407,000;  (and  release  of 
$387,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Meteopolitan  Development 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $280,000;  (and  release  of 
$73,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Demonsteations  and  Inteegoveenmental  Delations 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $66,000;  and,  in  addition, 
$171,000  (including  $34,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Model  cities  programs”;  (and  release  of  $15,000  reserved 
on  account  of  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  Demonstrations  and 
Intergovernmental  Delations  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Urban  Eesearch  and  Technology”,  (Eelease  of  $6,000 
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reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Departmental  Management 

“General  administration”,  $230,000;  (and  release  of 
$51,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Regional  management  and  services”,  $278,000;  (and 
release  of  $80,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Mortgage  Credit 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative 
expenses,  Pederal  housing  administration”;  (Increase  of 
$465,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and 
increase  of  $1,000,000  in  the  limitation  on  non-administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

“Education  and  welfare  services”,  $2,843,000;  (and 
release  of  $415,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Construction”,  (Release  of  $39,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

“Road  construction  (liquidation  of  contract  authoriza- 
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tion)  ”,  (Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $246,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  Indian  irrigation  systems”; 
(Release  of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Power  systems,  Indian  irrigation  projects”;  (Release 
of  $39,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  moneys,  proceeds  of  labor,  agencies,  schools, 
etc.”;  (Release  of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Tribal  funds”;  (Release  of  $48,000  reseiwed  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Bueeau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $175,000; 

Bureau  of  Mines 

“Conservation  and  development  of  mineral  resources”, 
$750,000;  and  $433,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Solid  waste  disposal”; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


54 


“Health  and  safety”,  $347,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $70,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal”; 

Bueeaf  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

“Management  and  investigations  of  resources”,  $628,- 
000;  (and  release  of  $59,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pubbc  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Federal  aid  for  commercial  fisheries  research  and  de¬ 
velopment”,  $8,000; 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$7,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $45,000; 

“Administration  of  Pribilof  Islands”,  $20,000; 

“Promote  and  develop  fishery  products  and  research 
pertaining  to  American  fisheries”;  (Release  of  $10,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  fisheries  loan 
fund”,  (Increase  of  $13,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses)  ; 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”, 
$9,000,  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


55 


reserved  under  “Saline  water  conversion”,  fiscal  year  1969, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $78,000;  and  in 
addition  $4,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount 
reserved  under  “Operation  and  maintenance”.  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364; 

National  Park  Seevice 

“Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities”, 
$668,000;  (and  release  of  $115,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $186,000; 

“Preservation  of  historic  properties”,  $21,000; 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

“General  investigations”,  $371,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $630,000; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $450,000; 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 

“Construction”;  (Release  of  $998,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $643,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 


1 

o 

LU 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2:5 

24 

25 


56 


“Construction  of  electric  transmission  lines  and  substa¬ 
tions,  contributions,  Bonneville  Power  Project”;  (Release  of 
$1,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  tiie  Solicitor 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $454,000; 

Office  of  Water  Resources  Research 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $31,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Community  Relations  Service”; 
(Release  of  $88,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $9,220,000; 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,276,000;  (and  release  of 
$270,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $57,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 
Manpower  Administration 
‘‘Manpower  Development  and  Training  Activities”; 
(Release  of  $92,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”;  (Release  of  $313,000  reserved  under  this  appropri¬ 
ation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  $363,000,  of  which  $213,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Pubhc  Law  90-364;  $142,000  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201,  and 
$8,000,  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Man¬ 
power  Development  and  Training  Activities”,  pursuant  to 
said  section  201;  (and  release  of  $50,000  reserved  under 
“Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201 )  ; 

“Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  (Increase  of  $865,000  in  the  amount  available  for 
administrative  expenses  and  release  of  $125,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90^364) ; 
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Labor-Management  Relations 
“Labor-Management  Services  Administration,  salaries 
and  expenses”,  (Release  of  $448,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  ; 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards 

WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDARDS  ADMINTSTRATION 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $152,000,  of  which  $100,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  and  $52,000  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Labor  Management 
Services  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to 
section  201 ;  (and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  under  “Wage 
and  Labor  Standards  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”; 
(Release  of  $992,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-^64)  ; 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000,  of  which  $87,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Office  of  the  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364; 
(and  release  of  $700,000  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Labor 
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Statistics,  salaries  and  expenses’^  pursuant  to  said  section 

201); 

BuEEATJ  of  iNTEENATIONAIi  LaBOE  AfFAIBS 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $14,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amoimt  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $60,000  reserved 
under  “Bureau  of  International  Labor  Affairs,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Ofi^ce  of  the  Solicitoe 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $21,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $200,000  reserved 
under  “Office  of  the  Solicitor,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

Office  of  the  Seceetaey 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $121,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour 
Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Pubho  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $110,000  reserved 
under  “Office  of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

“Federal  contract  compliance  and  civil  rights  program,” 
$39,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved 
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under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release 
of  $3,000  reserved  under  “Pederal  Contract  Compliance 
and  Civil  Rights  Program”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201)  ; 

POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 
(Out  op  Postal  Fund) 

“Administration  and  regional  operations”;  (Release 
of  $2,107,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Pubho  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Research,  development,  and  engineering”,  $500,000; 
“Operations”,  $195,071,000,  and,  in  addition,  $62,- 
000,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Transportation”, 
fiscal  year  1969; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
Administration  op  Foreign  Afpairs 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,787,000,  and,  in  addition, 
$750,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Chamizal  settle¬ 
ment”,  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,  and  $83,000  from  “Rama  Road, 
Nicaragua” ; 

International  Organizations  and  Conferences 
“Missions  to  international  organizations”,  $153,000; 
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Internationa!;  Commissions 

Interiiatioiial  Boiiiidary  and  Water  Coiiiiiiissioii,  United 
States  and  Mexico: 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $43,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $29,000; 

“American  sections,  international  commissions”, 
$19,000; 

Educational  Exchange 

“Mutual  educational  and  cultural  exchange  activities”, 
$425,000 ; 

Other 

“Migration  and  refugee  assistance”,  $26,000 ; 

DEPARTIilENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretaey 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000; 

Coast  Guaed 

“Operating  expenses”,  $9,500,000;  (and  release  of 
$82,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Acquisition,  construction  and  improvements”;  (Release 
of  $51,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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“Reserve  training”,  $900,000;  (and  release  of  $40,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Fedeeal  Aviation  Administbation 

“Operations”,  $30,400,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  National  Capital  airports”, 

$220,000; 

Fedeeal  Highway  Administbation 

“Highway  beautification”,  $64,000; 

“Motor  carrier  safety”,  $68,000;  (and  release  of 
$22,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  piu'suant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Pubhc  Law  90-364)  ; 

HIGHWAY  TEUST  FUND 

“Limitation  on  general  expenses”,  (increase  of  $875,000 
in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses;  and 
release  of  $641,000  reserved  under  this  limitation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Fedeeal  Eaileoad  Administbation 

“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (release  of  $35,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Bureau  of  railroad  safety”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$83,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Office  of  the  Seceetaey 
“Salaries  and  expenses’^  $257,000;  (and  release  of 
$134,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Bueeau  of  Customs 

“Salaries  and  expenses’^  $2,637,000;  (and  release  of 
$1,550,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Bueeau  of  the  Mint 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Inteenai.  Revenue  Seevice 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $425,000;  (and  release  of 
$564,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Revenue  accounting  and  processing”,  $4,500,000; 
“Compliance”,  $2,800,000;  (and  release  of  $20,360,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  Teeasueee 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $167,000;  (and  release  of 
$85,000  reserved  imder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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United  States  Secret  Service 

^‘Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,338,000; 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

‘‘Operating  expenses.  Public  Buildings  Service”,  $3,- 
671,000;  (and  release  of  $677,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records 
Service”,  $300,000;  (and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law^  90- 
364)  ; 

“Operating  expenses,  Transportation  and  Communica¬ 
tions  Service”;  (Release  of  $5,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Operating  expenses,  Propertv  Management  and  Dis¬ 
posal  Service”;  (Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Administrator”,  $119,- 

000; 

“Administrative  operations  fund”;  (Release  of  $107,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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VETEIIANS  ADxMlNISTRATION 
“Medical  and  prosthetic  research”,  $1,1G8,000;  (and 
release  of  $362,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  ex¬ 
penses”,  $589,000; 

OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
Aimekican  Battle  Monuments  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $33,000; 

Aems  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
“Arms  control  and  disarmament  activities”,  (Release 
of  $15,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 

Civil  Service  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,364,000;  (and  release  of 
$89,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $370,000; 
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Faem  Ceedit  Administeation 
“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses”,  (increase  of 
$97,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

Fedeeal  Communications  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $970,000;  (and  release  of 
$16,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Fedeeal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
“Limitation  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses”,  (Increase  of  $115,000  in  the  limitation  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  and  release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364); 

^^TAmilation  on  admiimirntive  cTpcnses,  Federal  Sav- 
ine/s  and.  Loan  Insurance  Corporation” ,  (F  cl  ease  of  $4,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law)  90-364 ) ; 

Fedeeal  Maritime  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of 
$76,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Fedeeal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $125,000;  (and  release  of 
$8,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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Federal  Power  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $778,000; 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 


“S 


Salaries  and  ex])eiisos”,  $732-/)00  $41,000; 

Interstate  Co^mmerce  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $818,000;  (and  release  of 
$382,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $20,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

National  Commission  on  Product  Safety 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $25,000; 

National  Labor  Eelations  Board 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $250,000  $400,000;  (and  re¬ 
lease  of  $848,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Eaileoad  Eetirement  Board 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses”,  (Increase  of 
$516,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ; 

Kenegotiation  Board 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $140,000; 
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Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
“Salaries  and  expenses’^  $594,000;  (and  release  of 
$299,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

SiNiALL  Business  Administration 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of 
$265,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Smitiisonian  Institution 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $695,000;  (and  release  of 
$125,000  reser\"ed  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Gallery  of  Art”, 
$30,000;  (and  release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Tariff  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (release  of  $53,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $86,000;  (and  release  of 
$77,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 
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United  States  Infoemation  Agency 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,500,000; 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
(Out  of  Disteict  of  Columbia  Funds) 

“Parks  and  recreation”,  $322,000; 

“Health  and  welfare”,  $2,437,000; 

“Highways  and  traffic”,  $163,000,  of  which  $140,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund; 

“Sanitary  engineering”,  $227,000,  of  which  $99,000 
shall  be  payable  from  the  water  fund,  $64,000  from  the 
sanitaiy  sewage  works  fund,  and  $1,000  from  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund; 

“Personal  services,  wage-board  employees”,  $3,179,- 
000,  of  which  $200,300  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund,  $184,000  from  the  water  fund,  $169,000  from  the 
sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $2,000  from  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund. 

DmsiON  OF  Expenses 

The  sums  appropriated  in  this  title  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for, 
be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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TITLE  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET 

OUTLAYS 


SeGt  404t  -(ft)- 


/I  /->4  1  n-%-^  /-1 11^  /Y* 

MllCl  Ilt?t7  it^tlttlTTg 


outlays)-  el  tbe  Fe4efftl 


Ike  fiscal  yeaf 


J-Hue  SO7  1970,  sliall  aet  exceed  $4-92,900,000,000 : 

—  4-  c\  /-i-i-i  r\t-i  ^12  n^fl  i-vT-i  V\!rT  r\  r\-w-i 

j  _L  llcvU  W  1 1  V  L'l  cIU  Liv’ll  j  v/x  UlivUUIUll  j  L/ I'llU  vj.  v/lX 


gyess  ea  i-’< 


aad  other 


ry  ^re- 


pesals  varies  Ireai  Ihe  -Presideath^  receaaaeadatieas  thereeay 
the  Direeter  el  the  Bureau  el  the  Budget  shah  repert  te  the 
Bresidcat  aah  te  the  Qoagress  his  estaaate  el  the  effect  el 
such  aetiea  er  iaaetiea  ea  ex^geaditures  aad  act  leadiagj  aad 

•f  r\  1 1  i-v-> -1  4- 4-1  T-t  1 1  Tvy-v  /I -tt 

TTro  111111 IM tTTJi  1  tJt” r  TtJrTTi  llL  l  “111  ?5TtTtlT  tjt?  LUl  1 A  ?5|JUlllllll^l  y 

adjustedv 

-(h)-  The  Direeter  el  the  Buremt  el  the  Budget  shah 
re^rt  periedieah-y  te  the  ^^sideat  aad  te  the  Ceagress  ea 


the  eperatiea  el  this  seetiear  The  first  such  repert  shah  he 
made  at  the  ead  el  the  first  meath  whieh  hegias  alter  the 
date  el  appreval  el  this  Act-j  suhsefjueat  reperts  shah  he 
aiade  at  the  ead  el  each  caiendar  aieath  durhig  the  first  ses- 
siea  el  the  Ninety  first  Ceagressy  aad  at  the  ead  el  each 


Ir^n/inv  n n 

u i-vi v/1 1  vim  v.|  Livii  lU/i  v  1 1  u  1  v'ci  1 1' N."i  • 

F)E(1.  401.  (d)  ExpeidlitiireM  aiid  net  lendhuj  (hiidgct 
outlays)  of  the  Fedcrtd.  (I overnmeni  duvwy  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1070,  shall  not  exceed  $187,000,000,000: 
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Provided,  That  such  amount  shall  he  increased  or  decreased, 
by  the  aggregate  amount  by  u'hich  the  sum  of  expenditures 
and  net  lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than  or  lesser 
than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net  lending  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30, 1969,  for — 

(1)  items  designated  ‘P) pen-ended  programs  and 
fixed,  costs'’  in  the  table  appearing  on  page  16  of  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970 
(House  Document  Numbered  91-15,  part  T,  Ninety- 
first  Congress) ; 

(2)  the  item  designated  Special  Southeast  Asia 
support”  in  the  table  appearing  on  page  27  of  that  budget; 
and 

(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  federally  impacted 
areas,  under  the  Acts  of  September  23  and  September 
30, 1950  (20  U.S.C.,  chs.  13  and  19). 

(b)  The  President  shall  reserve  from  expenditure  and 
net  lending,  from  appropriations  or  other  obligationcd  au¬ 
thority  heretofore,  herem,  or  hereafter  made  available  (in¬ 
cluding  amounts  made  available  to  carry  out  programs  to 
which  title  IV  of  the  Elementary  a7id  Secondary  Eelucation 
Amendments  is  applicable) ,  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a). 

Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall  be  in  amounts 
sufficieid  to  msure  reductions  of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000 
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in  expenditures  and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  April  review  of  the  1970  Budget,  for  programs 
other  than  those  designated  in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2) ,  and 
(3)  of  subsection  (a). 

(c)  In  the  administration  of  any  program  as  to  which — 

(1)  the  amount  of  expenditures  or  net  lending  is 
limited  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and 

(2)  the  allocation,  grant,  apportionment,  or  other 
distribution  of  funds  among  recipients  is  required  to  be 
determined  by  application  of  a  formula  involving  the 
amount  appropriated  or  otherwise  made  available  for 
distribution,  the  amount  available  for  expenditure  or 
obligation  (as  determined  by  the  President)  shall  be 
substituted,  in  the  application  of  the  formula,  for  the 
amount  appropriated  or  otherwise  made  available. 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  502.  Except  where  specifically  increased  or  de¬ 
creased  elsewhere  in  this  Act,  the  restrictions  contained 
within  appropriations,  or  provisions  affecting  appropriations 
or  other  funds,  available  during  the  fiscal  year  1969,  limiting 
the  amounts  which  may  be  expended  for  personal  services,  or 
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for  purposes  involving  personal  services,  or  amounts  which 
may  be  transferred  between  appropriations  or  authorizations 
available  for  or  involving  such  services,  are  hereby  increased 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  authorized 
by  or  pursuant  to  law. 

Sec.  503.  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-364,  approved 
June  28, 1968),  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  504.  Funds  appropriated,  or  otherwise  made 
available,  by  this  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1969,  shall  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  July  1,  1969,  or  for  five  days 
after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  later, 
unless  a  longer  period  is  specifically  provided:  Provided, 
That  all  obligations  incurred  in  anticipation  of  such  appro¬ 
priations  and  authority  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  as  well  as 
those  for  longer  periods  as  set  forth  herein  are  hereby  ratified 
and  confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  May  21,  1969. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGffilGHTS:  Senate  oonmittee  reported  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  House 
cc^ittee  reported  bill  to  provide  marketing  orders  for  certain  pears,  and  pb^to 
Rramotion  bill.  Sen.  Aiken  et  al  introduced  and  Sen.  Aiken  discussed  fcod  st^p  t>ill. 
sen.  Muskie  et  al  introduced  and  Sen.  Muskie  discussed  environmental  improveraenl 
quality  bill.  Sen.  Brooke  introduced  and  discussed  trade  expansion  bill.  Sen. 

Hruska  introduced  and  discussed  meat  quota-control  bill. 


HOUSE 


1.  POlS^TO  PROMOTION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

the  potato  research  and  promotion  bill  (H.  Rept,  91-312),  p,/fi4788 


2lt 


2.  PEARS;  MARKETING  ORDERS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  wi tly^endmen t 
H.  R.  2w0,  to  provide  marketing  orders  for  pears  for  canning  ^d  freezing 
(H.  ReptA91-310) .  p.  H4788 


3.  LANDS.  The  Apiculture  Committee  reported  without  araendmeiulf  H.  R.  9946,  to 
authorize  the^ecretary  of  Agriculture  to  quit-claim  ret^ned  rights  in 
certain  tracts  of  land  in  Lee  County,  S.  C.  (H.  Rept,  9/l!-3l2),  p,  H4788 


4,  INTEREST  RATES.  Re^  Montgomery  deplored  the  "most 
prime  interest  rate.\  p,  H4762 


(cent  increase  in  the 


5,  TAXATION.  Rep.  Anderson\  I 1 1 . ,  commended  Member^  of  both  Houses  who  were 
called  to  the  White  Hous^to  consider  the  que^ion  of  an  extension  of  the 
10-percent  surtax  for  theiV  pledge  to  use  their  influence  to  secure  a 


favorable  vote  on  the  President's  tax  proposal,  p.  H4764 


6,  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep,  Albeivt  announ^d  the  followipg  program  for  next 
week.  Monday  is  Consent  Calendars:  Day y/and  the  Older  Americans  Act  amend¬ 
ments  and  the  Padre  Island  Nation^  ^ashore,  Tex,,  bill  will  be  brought 
up  under  suspension  of  the  rules.  )mesday  is  Private  Calendar  Day  and 
will  be  followed  by  the  public  he^tnS. cigarette  smoking  bill  and  the  bill 
for  the  construction  of  the  Kenpewick  pvision  extension,  Yakima  project, 
Washington,  p,  H4760 


7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon,,  June 


p.  H4788 
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8,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  H.  R.  11400,  the  supplemental  appropriation 

bill  for  1969  which  had  been  reported  earlier  by  the  Appropriations  Committe(| 
with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  91-228),  was  made  the  unfinished  business  for  deba 8 
Mon.,  pp,  S6215,  S6411 


9,  LABELING.  1  /Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  lot  actually 

report)  S,  )9,  to  require  labeling  of  hazardous  toys  an  ^other  such  articl'S 
intended  f^  ase  by  children,  p,  D495 


Sen.  Moss  supported  an  amendment  to  limit  lamb 
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serted/' supporting  press  releases  detailing  the  statements  of  of 
^c  sheep  industry,  pp.  S6220-2 
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For  Leon  was  tlie  complete  professional 
man,  thoroughly  grounded  in  the  disciplines 
^of  economics,  Soviet  affairs,  and  international 
elations;  and  he  was  gifted  with  a  power  of 
imght,  analysis  and  articuiation  that  en¬ 
able  him  to  make  a  profound  impact  not 
only'^thin  the  narrower  sphere  of  Govern¬ 
ment  ^rvice  but  far  beyond  in  the  many 
■worlds  scholarship,  education,  and  busi¬ 
ness. 

Leon's  p^essional  activities  as  a  specialist 
in  Soviet  economics  and  a  long-time  student 
of  international  trade  and  world  affairs  are 
recorded  in  a  v^t  bibliography  of  published 
and  unpublishe<rswritings,  compiled  during 
years  of  public  serVce  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  and  the  Library  of  Congress.  They 
are  recorded,  too,  in  an  impressive  record  of 
active  participvation,  oft^i  as  one  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  generating  forces,  \n  professional  or¬ 
ganizations  whose  purpos^were  to  advance 
the  study  of  Soviet  affairs  ^d  the  study  of 
economics.  And,  they  are  recorded  in  his 
commitment  to  teaching  in  th®  School  of 
International  Service  at  America^University 
and  in  the  ever-lengthening  list  Of  lecttires 
and  panel  participation  in  meeting^  of  spe- 
ciali^d  groups  'too  numerous  to  ment^n. 

As  a  truly  professional  man,  Leon  nmved 
■with  an  uncommon  grace  and  ease  'withinsthe 
Government  service  and  between  it  and  me 
worlds  of  scholarship  and  business;  an 
wherever  he  went,  those  with  whom  he  was 
closely  associated  could  not  fall  -to  feel  the 
Impress  of  the  power  of  his  intellect,  the 
depth  and  breadth  of  his  wisdom,  and  the 
vast  dimension  of  his  human  understanding. 

In  this  way  Leon  epitomized  the  finest  of 
what  the  intellectual  should  be  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  service.  He  should  be,  as  Arthur  M. 
Schleslnger,  Jr.  once  said  dming  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  years,  a  conduit  between  the  intellec¬ 
tual  world  outside  and  the  Government,  a 
sort  of  vital  connection  for  tapping  an  essen¬ 
tial,  life-sustaining  natural  resource. 

This  Leon  was;  but  he  was  more;  by  his 
own  unique  professional  abilities  and  per¬ 
sonal  qualities,  his  presence  not  only  enriched, 
the  Government  service,  but,  in  a  reverse  way, 
enriched  also  the  scholarly  world;  for  more 
than  Just  acting  as  a  conduit  of  ideas  flowing 
into  the  Government,  Leon  himself  was  a 
seminal  source  of  influence,  generating  ideas 
throughout  the  nation’s  scholarly  commun¬ 
ity  itself. 

Of  all  the  publications  in  both  pi;ivate 
Journals  and  public  documents  for  which 
Leon  bore  either  direct  or  indirect  respon¬ 
sibility,  perhaps  none  illustrates  this  point 
better  than  the  studies  prepared  for  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  of  Congress 
imder  Leon’s  direction.  First  published  ij 
19G2  and  followed  by  numerous 
volumes,  these  studies  have  drawn  w: 
upon  the  expertise  of  specialists  in  So¬ 
viet  economy  within  the  Government  and 
within  the  nation’s  scholarly  comnuinity. 

Besides  assuming  the  direcoriSjy'  and  edi¬ 
torial  responsibilities.  Leon  also yrontributed 
chapters  on  Soviet  trade. 

Recognized  Immediately  ^  work  of  ex¬ 
traordinary  merit,  these  studies  have  become 
a  standard  source  for  the/study  of  the  So¬ 
viet  economy  in  o\ir  nylon’s  colleges  and 
universities  and  In  other  centers  of  Soviet 
studies  throughout  West. 

’Thus,  in  this  caj^  alone  (for  there  are 
many  more)  Leoir  was  able  to  exert  his 
energies  and  ap^y  his  extraordinary  gif'ts 
not  only  for  tl^ benefit  of  Congress  but  for 
the  good  of  s^olars  everywhere  and  for  the 
advancemer^of  knowledge. 

But  this Je  what  Leon  was :  A  person  Imbued 
with  the /finest  spirit  of  intellectuallsm,  and 
dedicat^  to  the  service  of  others.  For  Leon’s 
was  y  life  devoted  to  the  achievement  of 
greatest  of  all  human  values, 
itellectually,  he  was  a  totally  committed 
6rson.  His  Interests  ranged  far  beyond  his 
professional  concerns,  to  the  theater,  to 
literature,  to  history;  Indeed,  he  was  the  uni¬ 


versal  man  who  found  Infinite  pleasure  in 
contemplating  and  discussing  the  whole  of 
the  human  experience.  A  chance  telephone 
conversation,  a  casual  "walk  around  the  bloc” 
after  a  noon-day  lunch,  table-talk  at  dinner 
before  a  meeting  of  the  local  AAASS  chap¬ 
ter — these  could  be,  and  more  often  were, 
occasions  for  a  stirring  intellectual  engage¬ 
ment  on  the  politics  of  the  day,  the  social 
unrest  in  the  country,  the  state  of  the 
theater  and  the  arts,  or  an  analysis  of  the 
latest  developments  in  East-West  relations. 

But  Leon’s  intellectuallsm  was  not  some¬ 
thing  self-centered  and  self-contained ;  it  was 
always  placed  in  the  service  of  others.  This 
was  probably  his  most  distinguishing  per¬ 
sonal  characteristic;  for,  as  a  totally  involved 
human  being,  he  willingly  and  unsparingly 
shared  with  others  himself,  his  energy,  his 
many  gifts  and  talents. 

In  this  sense  Leon  was  a  genuine  humanist. 
As  a  compassionate  man,  he  loved  humanity 
for  i'ts  better  qualities;  and  despite  the  cruel¬ 
ties  that  he  had  seen  in  his  own  lifetime, 
he  could  not  take  a  tragic  view  of  life  or  of 
history.  For  him,  the  history  of  modern  man 
represented  the  accumulated  values  of  all 
civilization,  and  civilization  for  all  its  faults 
and  frailties  was  moving  'to  a  higher  plane 
of  social  betterment  for  all  mankind. 

An  optimist,  he  was,  ever  hopeful,  every 
expecting  better  things,  although  by 
means  was  he  unmindful  of  the  odds  Ufat 
lankind  faced.  An  essentially  untragiC/man 
living  in  a  potentially  tragic  world,  hycould 
lo^  beyond  the  overt  weaknesses  aiyl  short- 
cormngs  of  our  country,  and  see  Ats  many 
stren^hs,  and  assessing  its  jms^ilities  for 
achleviHg  a  greater  good  in  thlyworld,  could 
cast  his  vision  to  more  distanynorizons  and 
give  hopeNand  confidence,  yideed  faith,  to 
those  more  Mssimlstic. 

This  was  Llspn;  and  o^  should  not  have 
expected  less  o)kso  flneynd  sensitive  a  man; 
for,  as  we  all  kivow,  be  was  the  kindest  of 
men  who  had  a  noHj^lj,<;y  of  spirit  that  touched 
us  all. 


understand  it  has  been  taken  with  the 
full  concurrence  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Jack- 
son),  who  is  the  author  of  the  bill.  I 
hope  that  before  the  bill  again  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Senators  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  consider  it  and  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  consider  the  objections 
which  Senator  Wayne  Morse  made  to  it. 
He  was  the  author  of  the  Morse  formula. 
He  sent  me  a  letter,  which  I  read  into 
the  Record  a  few  minutes  ago.  I  hope 
Senators  will  consider  carefully  what 
S.  1708  would  do  as  a  giveway,  and  the 
bad  precedent  which  it  would  set. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 
1969— PROGRAM 

Mr.  fCENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
possible  to  have  disposition  of  S.  1708 
today,  and  probably  not  in  the  veiy  near 
future. 

In  accordance  with  the  previously  an¬ 
nounced  schedule  of  business  by  the 
leadership,  I  move  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
218,  H.R.  11400,  the  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriations  Act.  No  action  will  be  taken 
on  this  measure  until  Monday  next.  I 
wish  to  emphasize  the  previously  an¬ 
nounced  schedule  that  Senate  Resolution 
85,  the  so-called  commitment^'  resolu¬ 
tion,  will  be  the  next  order  of  business 
in  the  Senate,  immediately  after  dis¬ 
position  of  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  thank  the  acting  majority  leader 
for  this  action.  I  think  it  Is  wise.  I^ 


THE  MILITARY  BUDGET  AND 
NATIONAL  PRIORITIES 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
Tuesdawf  June  10,  1969,  the  Senator  from 
Arizo^  (Mr.  Gold'water)  presented  tes- 
timm4y  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Economy 
in  government,  which  Is  holding  hear¬ 
ings  on  “The  Military  Budget  and  Na¬ 
tional  Economic  Priorities.” 

Senator  Gold-water  made  an  excellent 
presentation  of  an  important  viewpoint 
with  regard  to  military  spending.  Al¬ 
though  I  do  not  entirely  agree  with  all 
aspects  of  this  viewpoint,  there  are  a 
number  of  areas  of  common  agreement 
between  Senator  Goldwater  and  myself. 

Both  of  us,  I  believe,  are  concerned 
about  waste  and  inefficiency  in  the  De¬ 
fense  Department.  Both  of  us  support  a 
strong  defense  program. 

I  agree  with  Senator  Goldwater  that 
“the  American  people  have  had  enough 
of  secrecy  and  distortion  from  the  Penta¬ 
gon.”  I  agree  that  the  American  people 
have  had  enough  of  “false  information 
about  low  bids,  efficiency  perfoi-mances, 
procurement  practices.” 

I  also  agree  with  Senator  Goldwater 
that  “the  American  people  have  had 
enough  from  the  Pentagon  that  sounds 
like  cost-effectiveness  and  which  was 
really  waste  and  inefficiency.” 

The  subcommittee  was  particularly 
pleased  that  Senator  Goldwater  could 
participate  in  the  present  inquiry  be¬ 
cause  of  his  extensive  knowledge  and  ex¬ 
perience  with  military  spending  problems 
as  a  result  of  his  membership  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Armed  Services  Committee  over  the 
;t  many  years. 

T  ask  imanimous  consent,  therefore, 
toNiave  printed  in  the  Record  the  full 
text^of  Senator  Goldwater’s  statement 
to  th^ubcommlttee  on  Economy  in  Gov- 
emmeiH/  Joint  Economic  Committee, 
June  10,  i'969. 

There  bfeing  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  otidered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Barry  Goldwater 

Mr.  Chairman  ai^fl  Members  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee,  I  wish  thank  you  for  Inviting 
me  here  today  to  testl^  on  this  very  impor¬ 
tant  question  of  the  \illitary  budget  and 
national  economic  priorWes.  I  believe,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  my  care^  and  my  public 
statements  over  the  years  hVye  qualified  me 
■to  some  extent  to  add  my  v^e  to  any  dis¬ 
cussion  which  has  to  do  wltn\mllitary  ex¬ 
penditures  in  today’s  world. 

Now,  when  I  was  first  asked  to'^estlfy  at 
these  hearings,  I  declined.  My  feeHjig  was 
that  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  may 
already  have  made  up  their  minds  ^  to 
where  the  military  budget  should  fit  in' 
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voverall  consideration  of  national  spending 
riorities.  In  addition  to  that,  I  was  con¬ 
ceded  that  the  subcommittee’s  revelations 
on  Wste  and  inefBciency  in  defense  procure- 
mentWould  become  a  controlling  factor  in 
any  r^ommendations  it  might  make  on 
spendingv^riorities. 

This  f^ing,  I  must  say,  stemmed  pri¬ 
marily  froiAthe  news  release  which  was  at¬ 
tached  to  tite  Chairman’s  letter  to  me  in 
which  it  was  ^nounced  that  there  are  clear 
signs  that  the  Government  is  spend¬ 

ing  too  much  money  on  military  programs. 
This  was  a  direct  ^ote  from  that  press  re¬ 
lease  which  went  on\o  say  that  the  hearings 
of  this  subcommltte^on  the  C-5A  cargo 
plane  Illustrated  that  t^  Pentagon  was  \m- 
able  to  effectively  contn^l  the  cost  of  its 
weapon  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  \uarrel  with  the 
whole  idea  of  coming  to  grijw  with  waste 
and  Inefficiency  and  the  expeniSiture  of  too 
much  money  in  defense  procurein®*'^^.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  not  believe  that  this  snould  * 
ruling  factor  in  any  decision  on  pending 
priorities. 

As  I  say,  this  was  my  feling.  I  muSt  say 
that  it  hasn’t  been  entirely  dispelled.  How¬ 
ever,  since  declining  the  committee’s  fust 
invitation  to  appear  and  testify,  I  have 
several  conversations  with  Chairman  Prox- 
mlre  which  clarified  certain  points  in  my 
mind.  In  addition  to  that.  President  Nixon 
has  subsequently  clarified  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  viewpoints  on  some  of  these  questions. 

Consequently,  I  am  here  today  in  the  hope 
that  I  may  be  of  some  assistance  in  these 
deliberations. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  make  it  very  clear 
that  I  did  not  come  here  today  to  debate 
military  strategy  or  to  criticize  or  evaluate 
American  policy  in  Vietnam  or  other  areas 
of  the  world.  Nor  did  I  come  here  to  suggest 
any  panaceas  for  the  situations  that  con¬ 
front  us. 

For  example,  I  am  not  about  to  come  up 
with  any  easy-soimdlng  solution  such  as  the 
nationalization  of  defense  industries  doing 
more  than  75  per  cent  of  their  total  business 
with  the  government.  I  have  no  desire,  be¬ 
lieve  me,  to  extend  the  bureaucratic  arm  of 
this  government,  especially  into  the  field 
of  private  enterprise.  I  ask  you  to  consider 
how  long  it  might  take  us  to  receive  delivery 
on  a  new  plane  if  Lockheed  or  North  Ameri¬ 
can  Aviation  or  Boeing  or  any  of  the  other 
defense  contractors  were  being  operated  with 
that  marvelous  bureaucratic  efficiency  with 
which  our  Post  Office  is  nm. 

In  the  Chairman’s  Invitation  for  me  to  ap¬ 
pear,  he  spoke  of  a  dialogue  on  the  important 
questions  involved  in  the  military  budget  and 
national  economic  priorities.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  such  a  dialogue  will  be  pKJSsIble,  but  " 
must,  in  truth,  say  that  so  far  from  whai 
have  read  in  the  papers,  these  hearings  ^ve 
seemed  to  be  more  of  a  soimdlng  boarf  for 
those  who  want  to  criticize  various  i^ets  of 
our  military  establishment  or  our/ioreign 
policy  than  it  has  a  serious  dialogu^n  where 
the  defense  of  this  nation  shoujd  stand  in 
any  list  of  priorities. 

For  example,  everytime  '^at  Secretary 
Laird  tries  to  explain  the  n^sslty  of  a  sys¬ 
tem  like  the  ABM,  the  hue/^d  cry  immedi¬ 
ately  is  raised  that  he /is  attempting  to 
frighten  the  American  p^ple. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  stajong  the  problems  that 
face  this  nation  on  ^  worldwide  basis  from 
a  militant,  aggressive  Communist  nation  like 
Soviet  Russia,  I  dj/ not  believe  the  Secretary 
is  engaging  in  aAeliberate  effort  to  frighten 
the  American  n^ple.  If  the  truth  is  frighten¬ 
ing,  so  help  me  that’s  the  way  it’s  going  to 
have  to  be.  Because  the  American  people  have 
had  enou^  of  secrecy  and  distortion  from 
the  PenyCgon,  whether  they  be  called  Justi¬ 
fiable  lying  in  the  name  of  national  security, 
such  /s  we  used  to  hear  from  gentlemen 
llkeyAssistant  Defense  Secretary  Arthus  Syl- 
vea^^  or  whether  they  are  in  the  form  of 


false  information  about  low  bids,  efficiency 
performances,  procurement  practices,  the 
American  people  have  had  enough  from  the 
Pentagon  that  sounds  like  cost-effectiveness 
and  which  was  really  waste  and  inefficiency. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  American  people 
want  the  truth  about  their  government  and 
about  the  challenges  which  face  us  as  a  na¬ 
tion.  If  the  truth  is  frightening,  if  it  gives 
us  cause  for  concern,  I  am  convinced  that 
the  American  people  will  be  able  to  copei. 

I  don’t  want  anyone  in  this  administration, 
particularly  in  the  Defense  Department, 
glossing  over  the  true  situation  that  con¬ 
fronts  the  American  taxpayers  and  their  col¬ 
lective  security. 

We  are  faced  with  a  challenge,  and  let  me 
say  that  it  is  not  Secretary  Laird  nor  Presi¬ 
dent  Nixon  who  is  arranging  the  formidable 
military  buildup  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Nor 
do  we  know  the  facts  of  this  buildup  from 
their  information  alone.  Many  Independent 
sources,  including  the  British  Institute  for 
Strategic  Studies  have  also  laid  out  the  cold, 
hard  facts  of  a  Soviet  armaments  buildup. 

The  plain  fact  is  the  Soviet  Union  is  build¬ 
ing  up  all  facets  of  its  military  capacity.  Its 
nuclear  capabilities  are  being  extended.  Its 
navy  is  being  enlarged.  All  of  its  conven¬ 
tional  arms  are  on  the  Increase.  The  SS-9 
missile  is  on  an  Increased  production  sched- 
ile.  They  are  spending  a  growing  portion  of 
^i^elr  national  income  on  military  hardware.^ 
“  lese  items  are  not  related  as  a  scare  tac/ 
tic;  'toey  are  reported  because  they  are  fat 
And  Xbelleve  this  nation  and  this  sub^m- 
mitteeN^ve  got  to  face  these  facts  and  the 
overall  fSct  of  a  worldwide  challengeAo  the 
United  States  in  deciding  about  th^^isposl- 
tlon  of  mllr^^y  expenditures. 

I  do  not  mean  by  this  that  t^ere  should 
be  any  condontog  of  or  acqules^ng  in  waste 
and  inefficiency ^d  extravaga^e  in  the  mil¬ 
itary  establishment.  I  believe  that  we  must 
do  everything  InNur  p^er  to  eliminate 
waste  and  Inefficient  ana  extravagance  in 
the  Pentagon  and  InN^  other  departments 
of  this  sprawling,  h^ift^-to-manage  federal 
system. 

And  I  should  llkn'^to  em^aslze  that  Pres¬ 
ident  Nixon  shar^  this  vle^In  fact,  in  his 
speech  at  the  ^S.  Air  FV>rc\  Academy,  he 
urged  the  graduates  to  be  “in\^  vanguard 
of  the  mov^ent”  to  elimlnatN^aste  and 
inefficiency  /and  demand  clear  aKpwers  on 
procurem^t  policy. 

Tour  own  subcommittee,  in  its  prevhsms  re¬ 
port,  lufe  outlined  this  problem  in  grea^and 
admirable  detail.  ’The  Defense  Departn^nt 
oveorthe  past  eight  years  has  loaded  the 
p^ers  of  this  country  with  billions  of  dof 
rs  that  were  unnecessarily  spent.  I  want  to' 
Congratulate  this  subcommittee  on  its  work 
In  bringing  the  full  magnitude  of  this  situ¬ 
ation  to  public  attention. 

I  do  believe,  however,  that  when  this  sub¬ 
committee  and  this  Congress  begin  to  in¬ 
vestigate  and  report  on  billions  of  dollars  of 
the  taxpayers’  money  lost,  they  are,  to  some 
degree  reporting  on  their  own  delinquency. 

I  think  we  have  to  remember  that  no  one 
forced  the  Congress  to  approve  these  funds. 
These  huge  defense  budgets  over  the  past 
eight  years  were  subject  to  Congressional 
inquiry.  Nobody  actually  Jammed  them  down 
our  throats. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  been  here 
for  the  last  four  years,  but  I  have  a  pretty 
fair  idea  of  what  went  on  in  the  matter  of 
defense  expenditures  prior  to  that  time.  And 
I  want  to  say  that  is  was  no  mystery  to  well 
Informed  and  Inquiring  people  that  things 
were  terribly  wrong  at  the  Pentagon  and  in 
its  procurement  procedures. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  ’TFX  fighter 
bomber  case  alone  was  sufficient  to  point  us 
in  that  direction.  I  say  again,  there  was  no 
mystery.  Many  stories  were  written  about  the 
investigative  efforts  of  Senators  McClellan, 
Jackson,  Curtis,  and  Mundt,  directed  at  cut¬ 
ting  away  some  of  the  confusion  and  some 


of  the  misinformation  that  was  being  used 
to  cover  up  a  very,  very  bad  piece  of  pro-^ 
curement  by  the  Pentagon. 

Now  this  was  a  big  case.  It  Involved  ba¬ 
llons  of  dollars.  And  it  was  a  case  wh»B  a 
multi-billion  dollar  contract  was  aw^trded 
to  the  highest  bidder  for,  a  plane  oy^  the 
advice  of  practically  every  expert  in  Jne  mili¬ 
tary  services  affected. 

-  As  I  say,  there  was  no  myster/  about  all 
this.  Books  were  written  on  y/e  subject.  I 
have  read  a  book  called  ‘"me  Pentagon” 
written  by  Washington  con^pondent  Clark 
Mollenhoff  in  1967  and  another  volume  by 
the  same  author  called  rVne  Despoilers  of 
Democracy.”  Both  of  ^ese  books  told  a 
frightening  story  of  waste  and  Inefficiency, 
extravagance  and  fa^rltism  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 

Now  these  were/hot  generalities.  Mr.  Mol¬ 
lenhoff  and  reu^ters  like  him  dealt  with 
spyeciflc  facts  about  the  waste  and  inefficiency 
and  squandering  of  the  taxpayers’  money  in 
the  Department  of  Defense.  But  I  don’t  recall 
any  grearthue  and  cry  being  raised  at  thgt 
time.  I  ^nt  recall  any  outpouring  of  criti¬ 
cism  ahned  at  the  so-called  military-indus¬ 
trial  ^mplex.  I  don’t  recall  any  efforts  to 
taka/a  more  than  customary  look  at  every 
facet  of  the  defense  budget.  I  don’t  recall 
ejther  any  strenuous  attempt  by  any  group 
(n  Congress  to  establish  a  system  of  priorities 
’  for  this  nation’s  critical  needs. 

Perhaps  we  failed  in  this  respect  because 
of  the  public  relations  ability  of  former  De¬ 
fense  Secretary  Robert  McNamara. 

As  the  Washington  Post,  in  an  article  by 
Richard  Hardwood  and  Laurence  Stem,  ob¬ 
served  on  June  4. 

“McNamara  became  a  liberal  hero  despite 
the  Bay  of  Pigs,  the  Dominican  intervention 
and  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  despite  the 
steadily  rising  costs  of  the  military  estab- 
ment  (from  $47  billion  in  1961  to  more  than 
$80  billion  today) 

I  believe  we  must  remember  that  it  was 
McNamara,  and  not  Laird,  who  presided  over 
the  Defense  Department  when  all  the  waste 
and  Inefficiency  and  cost  overruns  were  being 
piled  up.  He  is  the  man  I  suspiect  who  should 
have  been  called  as  a  witness  in  your  prior 
hearings  on  waste  and  inefficiency  in  defense 
procurement.  And  I  believe  he  ought  to  be 
heard  in  these  current  hearings.  ’The  Con¬ 
gress  certainly  ought  to  know  what  the  man 
who  decided  the  destinies  of  this  huge  un¬ 
dertaking  for  so  long  a  period  of  time  has 
to  say  about  the  mess  that  the  incoming  ad¬ 
ministration  found  when  it  took  over  the 
Pentagon. 

So  much  for  past  history.  Now  I  believe 
it  is  time  for  this  committee  to  direct  its 
attention  to  how  best  it  can  come  to  grlp)8 
i^th  the  current  problem. 

et  me  be  very  clear.  I  am  Interested  in 
youK  deliberations  and  I  am  very  desirous 
that  ^me  recommendation  wlU  come  forth 
which  Nlll  take  into  account  not  only  the 
huge  bwden  which  our  present  defense 
needs  pla^^  on  the  American  taxpayers,  but 
also  will  t^e  into  account  the  continued 
security  of  tnk  American  people  and  the  con¬ 
tinued  welfarXof  the  free  world.  I  am  as 
much  concernedvas  you  are  over  the  high 
cost  of  defense.  iNvorrles  me  greatly,  but  at 
the  same  time  I  recognize  that  the  kind  of 
emphasis  which  curNptly  is  being  placed  on 
this  problem  could  r^ult  in  a  dangerous 
lowering  of  our  overall  \eeded  defense  out¬ 
lays. 

I  want  you  gentlemen  Vo  know  that  I 
firmly  believe  in  a  system  ^  priorities  for 
the  spending  of  federal  mon^  I  have  long 
advocated  this  and  believe  it  ^ould  be  as 
important  a  part  of  the  process  N  spending 
in  government  as  it  is  in  the  openktion  of  a 
business  or  spending  in  our  privat^ives.  I 
believe  such  a  system  of  priorities  should 
not  be  confined  to  broad  subjects  such  as^el- 
fare,  housing,  urban  problems  and  mllll 
spending  and  decisions  as  to  which  shor 
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1,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11400,  the  second  supple-  ^ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  1969  (pp.  S6483-“96,  S6503-8).  ^ 

"The  bill  is  divided  into  five  titles.  Title  I  is  confined  to  Southeast 
Asia  operations.  Title  II  deals  with  programs,  and  also  with  pay  costs 
associated  with  those  programs.  Title  III  deals  with  pay  costs  entirely. 

Title  IV  involves  an  amendment  dealing  with  expenditure  limitations.  Title 
V  contains  general  provisions  normal  to  appropriation  bills  and  also  includes 
a  provision  repealing  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
of  last  year,  90-364"  (S6483). 

Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va.,  said  that  among  those  emergency  items  submitted  to  the 
Senate  committee  and  not  considered  by  the  House,  amounting  to  $450  million, 
are  $29  million  in  flood  prevention  and  control,  $160  million  for  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association;  $180  million  for  veterans  compensation,  pen¬ 
sions,  and  medical  care,  and  $45  million  for  Atomic  Energy  Commission  fire  damage 
(p.  S6483). 


EXPOSITIONS.  The  Foreign  Rel^ions  Committee  report^  without  amendment,  S.  856, 
to  provide  for  Federal  Governm^t  recognition  of  ^d  participation  in  inter¬ 
national  expositions  proposed  to\be  held  in  the  Jmited  States  (S.  Rept.  91-234). 
p,  S6457 

a  y^bconunittee  of 

3.  APPALACHIA.  The  "Daily  Digest"  state^that/t^e  Public  Works  Committee  approved 

for  full  committee  consideration  S,  10\2,  *<roposed  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1969.  "As  approv^  by  the  subcommittee  the  bill  would 
provide:  (1)  $294  million  for  fiscal  ye^n\  1970  and  1971  for  Appalachian  regional 
development  highway  system,  (2)  $285  raalli^  for  fiscal  years  1970  and  1971  for 
extension  of  authority  of  the  five  r^ional  commissions,  $100  million  of  which 
would  be  for  regional  development  Mghway  sysrem,  and  (3)  extend  for  1  year 
title  I  of  the  Public  Works  and  E^^nomic  Development  Act  providing  public  works 
grants  through  the  Economic  Dev^opment  Administ^tion . "  p.  D502 

4.  RURAL  FIRES.  Received  from  the  Alaska  Legislature  a\esolution  urging  the  pass¬ 

age  of  a  bill  to  authorize  joie  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  and 
furnish  assistance  to  sta^s,  local  governments  and  otmers  in  establishing  a  sys- ( 
tem  for  prevention  and  c^trol  of  fires  in  rural  areas,  v-  S6455 

FISHERIES.  Received  f^om  the  Alaska  Legislature  a  resolutiork  urging  the  Congress 
to  formulate  a  nati^al  fisheries  policy  and  establish  a  cabinet  level  office 
to  administer  it.  /p.  S6455 


6.  INTEREST  RATES, 
will  use  powei 
S6460-1 


en .  Randolph  urged  the  President  to  "let  i  t  be  krVown  that  he 
at  his  disposal  to  roll  back  the  interest  rate  incr^se."  pp, 


7.  TOBACCO;  H^LTH.  Sen.  Baker  inserted  Sen.  Cook's  address  on  the  questioI^^,^of  reg- 
ulation^f  the  tobacco  industry  and  its  advertising.  pp.  S6464-5 

Sery'  Moss  inserted  an  arti  c  le ,  "S  moking  and  Health:  Closing  the  Ring  oi^the 
Cigap/tte,"  pp,  S6462-4 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S6483 


June  16  y  1969 

by  the  plenary  session  of  the  General 
Assembly  on  December  11,  1946. 

\This  resolution  declared  that  genocide, 
tH*  “denial  of  the  right  of  existence  of 
enN^e  human  groups,”  “shocks  the  con- 
sciente  of  mankind,  results  in  great 
losses  ID  humanity  in  the  form  of  cul¬ 
tural  ai^other  contributions  represented 
by  these  human  groups,  and  is  contrary 
to  moral  and  to  the  spirit  and  aims 
of  the  Unit^  Nations.”  President  Tru¬ 
man  in  a  lett^  transmitting  this  Con¬ 
vention  to  th^Senate  of  the  United 
States  June  16,  ^49,  emphasized  “that 
America  has  long  D^en  a  symbol  of  free¬ 
dom  and  democraticSnrogress  to  peoples 
less  favored  than  we  Imye  been  and  that 
we  must  maintain  theiK.  belief  in  us  by 
our  policies  and  our  acts.’\ 

For  20  years  this  Conversion  has  lan¬ 
guished  in  the  Senate  Forei^  Relations 
Committee.  Unfortimately,  t^ere  have 
been  no  encouraging  signs  that  she  com¬ 
mittee  will  consider  this  Convemion  in 
the  near  future.  By  the  leading  pa^  the 
United  States  has  taken  in  the  uNted 
Nations  in  producing  an  effective  inter¬ 
national  legal  instrument  outlawing  tnS 
world-shocking  crime  of  genocide,  we 
have  established  before  the  world  our 
firm  and  clear  policy  against  that  crime. 
By  giving  its  advice  and  consent  to  ratifi¬ 
cation  of  the  Genocide  Convention,  the 
Senate  will  demonstrate  that  the  United 
States  is  prepared  to  take  effective  action 
on  its  part  to  contribute  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  principles  of  law  and  justice. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING  BUSI¬ 
NESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  concluded. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT.  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  H.R.  11400,  an 
act  making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  resume  the 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  cerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESn>ING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hughes  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  first  I  should  like  to  present  a  broad 
picture  of  the  second  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  The  total  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate  committee  provides 
$4,456,8()9,644.  This  amount  is  $673,596,- 
878  over  the  House  appropriation  of 
$3,783,212,766.  It  is  $357,495,690  under  the 
budget  estimate  of  $4,814,305,334,  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate. 


The  budget  estimate  as  considered  by 
the  Senate  committee  amoimting  to 
$4,814  million  is  $450,298,378  over  the 
revised  budget  estimate  submitted  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  amounting  to 
$4,364,006,956. 

Among  those  emergency  items  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  committee  and  not 
considered  by  the  House,  amounting  to 
$450  million,  are  $29  mfilion  in  flood 
prevention  and  control,  $160  million  for 
the  International  Development  Associa¬ 
tion;  $180  million  for  veterans  compen¬ 
sation,  pensions,  and  medical  care,  and 
$45  million  for  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion  fire  damage. 

I  believe  it  will  be  of  interest  to  the 
Senate  to  know  that  included  in  this  bill 
is  $1,686,000,000  for  increased  pay  costs, 
of  which  $1,492,000,000  is  in  additional 
budget  authority,  the  remaining  portion 
to  be  derived  from  transfers  from  re- 
seiwes  and  so  on. 

Included  in  the  bill  is  $2,534,000,000 
for  the  Department  of  Defense.  This  is 
$222,000,000  over  the  appropriation  al¬ 
lowed  by  the  House,  and  it  is  $337,000,- 
000  under  the  budget  estimate  submitted 
to  the  Senate,  which  amoimted  to 
$2,871,000,000. 

Mr.  President,  included  in  these  DOD 
figures  are  added  costs  for  personnel 
benefits  for  Army  and  Air  National 
Guard  technicians,  who  were  granted 
Federal  employee  status;  operational 
support  for  1,800  sorties  per  month  for 
B-52’s;  fimds  for  military  and  civilian 
personnel  pay  increases  that  became  ef¬ 
fective  last  July  1;  funds  for  additional 
retirement  pay  costs  resulting  from  the 
cost-of-living  increases  that  became  ef¬ 
fective  on  April  1,  1968,  and  February  1, 
1969;  extra  fimds  for  pay  and  allowances 
of  53,000  additional  personnel  deployed 
to'Southeast  Asia  as  a  result  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  Tet  offensive  a  year  ago  last  Jan¬ 
uary;  funds  for  ammunition,  aircraft 
fuel,  hostile  fire  pay,  and  combat  rations 
for  the  increase  in  deployed  personnel. 

It  was  necessary,  following  the  seizure 
of  the  Pueblo  and  the  Tet  offensive  in 
January  of  last  year,  to  deploy  an  addi¬ 
tional  53,000  personnel  to  Southeast 
Asia;  so  a  good  bit  of  the  money  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  included  in  this 
bill  is  to  defray  those  unanticipated  ex¬ 
penses. 

Also  included  are  moneys  to  fund  the 
increase  of  43,188  in  the  average  strength 
of  the  Armed  Forces  to  the  current  level 
of  3,471,095  men. 

The  total  estimates  for  Southeast  Asia 
operations  amounted  to  $1,496  million. 
The  Senate  committee  has  allowed  $1,272 
million  in  direct  appropriations  and  $8,- 
910,000  in  transfers  from  reserves  and  so 
on,  making  a  total  of  $1,280,910,000  for 
Southeast  Asia  operations.  Included  in 
this  amount  is  $420  million  for  ammuni¬ 
tion  and  $308  milhon  for  the  moderni¬ 
zation  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  South 
Vietnam;  $298  million  of  this  moderni¬ 
zation  money  will  be  for  phase  1,  and 
$9.7  million  will  be  for  phase  2. 

It  might  be  of  interest  to  Senators  to 
know  that  hi  addition  to  the  $308  mil¬ 
lion  in  this  bill  for  the  modernization  of 
South  Vietnamese  forces,  there  is  $132 
million  in  the  regular  fiscal  year  1969 
DOD  appropriation  biU,  and  $86  million 
will  be  made  available  through  repro¬ 


graming,  making  a  total  of  $526  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  modernization  of  the  forces 
of  South  Vietnam  in  fiscal  year  1969,  of 
which  $490  million  would  be  for  phase 
1  and  $36  million  would  be  for  phase  2; 
and  there  is  $652  million  in  the  regular 
1970  appropriation  request  for  the  mod¬ 
ernization  of  South  Vietnam  forces. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  is  divided  into 
five  titles.  Title  I  is  confined  to  Southeast 
Asia  operations.  Title  II  deals  with  pro¬ 
grams,  and  also  with  pay  costs  associated 
with  those  programs.  Title  III  deals  with 
pay  costs  entirely.  Title  IV  involves  an 
amendment  dealing  with  expenditure 
limitations.  Title  V  contains  general  pro¬ 
visions  normal  to  appropriation  bills  and 
also  includes  a  provision  repealing  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  lasit  year,  90-364. 

Now  I  should  like  to  proceed  to  a  sum¬ 
mary  review  of  the  various  titles  in  the 
bill. 

TITLE  I 

Title  I  relates  solely  to  military  opera¬ 
tions  in  Southeast  Asia.  The  committee 
recommends  new  budget  authority,  as  I 
said  a  moment  ago,  in  the  sum  of  $1,- 
272,000,000  and  the  transfer  of  $8,910,- 
000  to  provide  a  total  of  $1,280,910,000 
for  this  purpose.  The  recommended  ap¬ 
propriations  and  transfer  authority  rep¬ 
resent  an  increase  of  $46,910,000  over 
the  House  allowance  and  a  reduction  of 
$215,990,000  in  the  revised  estimates.  As 
Senators  will  note,  the  line  items  in  this 
title  of  the  bill  are  explained  in  detail 
in  the  report,  commencing  at  page  8,  and 
I  will  not  attempt  to  particularize  in  this 
statement.  I  do  emphasize,  however,  that 
the  funds  herein  provided  do  not  in  any 
way  constitute  a  basis  for  either  an  es¬ 
calation  or  a  deescalation  of  combat  op¬ 
erations  in  South  Vietnam. 

TITLE  n 

Title  II  encompasses  program  items 
for  many  of  the  departments  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  as  well  as  increased  pay  costs 
associated  with  the  particular  line  item. 
In  this  title,  the  committee  recommends 
appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $1,816,- 
672,088,  an  increase  of  $450,757,776  over 
the  House  bill  and  a  reduction  of  $35,- 
998,850  in  the  budget  estimates. 

For  chapter  I,  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  a  total  of  $13,118,000  is  recom¬ 
mended,  the  full  amount  requested  by 
the  Department.  Four  million  dollars  of 
this  sum  was  requested  in  a  document 
transmitted  to  the  Senate — and  not  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House — for  fiood  preven¬ 
tion  under  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
to  meet  emergency  conservation  costs  in 
California  and  Nevada,  under  section  216 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950.  These 
funds  are  urgently  needed  for  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  emergency  measures  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  such  as  channel  clearing  and 
debris  removal,  repairing  of  dams  and 
streambank  stabilization,  reseeding  and 
other  practices  to  prevent  further  ero¬ 
sion  and  landslides — made  necessary  by 
the  damaging  fioods  which  occurred  in 
January  of  this  year.  Also,  reseeding  and 
terracing  work  Is  required  in  Ash  Can¬ 
yon  in  Nevada. 

Attention  is  called  to  the  committee’s 
action  with  respect  to  the  emergency 
credit  revolving  fund.  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration — ^page  12  of  the  report.  The 
committee  has  concurred  in  the  language 
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inserted  by  the  House  authorizing  the 
temporary  transfer  of  $25  million  of  im- 
obligated  funds  from  the  direct  loan  ac¬ 
count,  to  be  repaid  from  future  repay¬ 
ments  to  the  emergency  credit  revolving 
funds.  Although  no  estimate  was  received 
to  effect  this  transfer,  the  language  m- 
cluded  in  the  bill  will  accomplish  a  simi¬ 
lar  objective  contained  in  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  111,  authorizing  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  advance  up  to 
$25  million  to  the  revolving  fund.  The 
Department  has  stated  that  in  view  of 
the  language  in  this  present  supplemen¬ 
tal  bill,  separate  legislation  would  not 
now  be  required. 

For  the  Department  of  Defense  items 
in  this  title,  the  committee  recommends 
$227,950,000  in  new  budget  authority,  an 
increase  of  $1,900,000  over  the  House  al¬ 
lowance,  but  $21,732,000  under  the 
amoimt  requested.  These  items  are  set 
forth  on  pages  13  to  15,  and  I  believe  are 
fully  explained  therein. 

Chapter  IH  contains  items  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  In  Federal  fimds,  the 
committee  recommends  $29,101,000, 
which  is  an  increase  of  $18,736,000  over 
the  House  allowance.  The  committee  has 
concurred  in  the  House  allowance  of  $10,- 
365,000  for  the  increased  Federal  pay¬ 
ment,  thus  providing  a  total  Federal  pay¬ 
ment  of  $89,365,000  of  the  $90  million 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has,  in  addition,  considered  and 
recommended  the  sum  of  $18,736,000  for 
the  initial  construction  funding  of  the 
rapid  rail  transit  system. 

The  recommendations  providing  for 
appropriations  for  the  operation  of  the 
District  government  from  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  funds  are  self-explanatory.  I 
would  call  attention,  however,  to  the 
funds  provided  to  improve  the  city’s  cor¬ 
rectional  system — funds  for  overtime  and 
unabsorbable  losses  in  connection  with 
distm'bances  at  correctional  institution; 
initiation  of  four  centers  for  the  work 
release  program;  continuation  of  in- 
service  training  for  correctional  ofiBcers; 
7  new  personnel  at  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  jail  and  the  Women’s  Detention 
Center;  and  improved  health  services, 
including  fimds  for  nine  new  medical/ 
dental  positions. 

Under  chapter  IV,  foreign  operations, 
the  major  item  is  the  $160  million  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  committee  for  the  sub¬ 
scription  to  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association.  Parenthetically,  I  wish 
to  state  that  I  voted  against  this  appro¬ 
priation  in  the  subcommittee.  This  sum 
represents  the  first  installment  of  the 
second  replenishment  of  the  resources  of 
the  International  Development  Associa¬ 
tion,  authorized  in  Public  Law  91-14,  ap¬ 
proved  May  23,  1969.  This  legislation, 
which  I  voted  against,  authorizes  United 
States  participation  in  the  resources  of 
IDA  to  the  extent  of  an  additional  $480 
million  in  three  equal  installments  of 
$160  million.  The  initial  participation  of 
the  United  States  in  this  institution  was 
$320,290,000,  paid  in  five  installments 
with  an  average  of  $64  million  annually 
during  fiscal  years  1961-1965.  The  U.S. 
share  in  the  first  replenishment  was  $312 
million,  payable  in  three  equal  install¬ 
ments  of  $104  million  during  fiscal  years 
1966,  1967,  and  1968. 


For  chapter  V,  Independent  Offices 
and  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Ur¬ 
ban  Development,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  $7,168,000  for  fiscal  year  1968 
and  $488,116,000  for  fiscal  year  1969 — 
for  a  total  allowance  of  $495,284,000, 
which  is  $182,054,000  over  the  House- 
passed  bill,  but  $6,386,000  under  the  sup¬ 
plemental  requests.  I  will  not  take  the 
time  of  Senators  to  refer  to  each  of  the 
items  in  this  chapter — which  is  printed 
at  page  20  of  the  report — but  will  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  following; 

For  disaster  relief,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  the  $35  million  requested,  to 
provide  relief  for  areas  devastated  by 
natural  disasters  occurring  earlier  in  this 
calendar  year. 

For  the  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
the  committee  concurs  in  the  House  al¬ 
lowance  of  $600,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Commission.  Of  this 
amount,  $100,000  is  provided  for  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  23  new  personnel  to  carry 
out  the  Commission’s  responsibilities 
under  a  new  program  to  evaluate  the  ad¬ 
vertising  of  certain  drugs,  along  with  ap¬ 
propriate  language  in  the  bill  making  the 
funds  available  until  September  30,  1969. 

The  Veterans’  Administration  portion 
of  this  chapter  contains  several  large 
items  which  I  believe  should  be  men¬ 
tioned  in  this  summary. 

For  compensation  and  pensions,  $276,- 
600,000  is  recommended,  which  includes 
the  House  allowance  of  $179  million  and 
an  additional  $97,600,000,  which  was  a 
later  budget  submission  to  the  Senate. 
These  funds  are  required  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  benefits  as  a  result  of  newly 
enacted  legislation  and  unticipated  case¬ 
load  increases. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
supplemental  request  of  $89,200,000  for 
readjustment  benefits.  This  $75  million 
increase  over  the  House  allowance  was 
requested  in  a  supplemental  document 
submitted  to  the  Senate  and  was  not 
considered  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  These  additional  funds  are  re¬ 
quired  for  the  payment  of  educational 
benefits  and  are  not  administratively 
controllable.  As  indicated  in  the  report, 
the  average  training  load  and  the  aver¬ 
age  unit  cost  are  higher  than  antici¬ 
pated. 

For  the  appropriation,  medical  care, 
the  committee  recommends  $53,800,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $15,167,800 
in  release  of  reserves.  Of  the  new  budget 
authority  allowed,  $7,611,000  covers 
mandatory  wage  board  pay  increases  not 
considered  by  the  House. 

With  respect  to  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the 
committee  has  recommended  the  resto¬ 
ration  of  $10  million  in  contract  author¬ 
ity,  to  provide  the  full  amount  of  the  $50 
million  requested,  for  the  homeowner- 
ship  assistance  program  under  section 
235  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1968,  as  well  as  $10  million 
additional  in  contract  authority  over  the 
House  allowance  for  rental  housing  as¬ 
sistance  under  section  236  of  the  act. 

Supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  are  contained 
in  chapter  VI  of  title  n  and  are  itemized, 
beginning  on  page  24  of  the  conunittee 
report. 
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In  this  chapter,  attention  is  called  to 
the  items  under  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs.  For  education  and  welfare  serv¬ 
ices,  the  committee  recommends  $2,781,- 
000.  The  supplemental  estimate,  which 
was  submitted  to  the  Senate  and  was  not, 
therefore,  considered  in  the  House, 
alerted  the  committee  to  the  fact  that 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  had  over¬ 
spent  its  appropriations  for  welfare  and 
guidance  services.  While  funds  in  the 
amount  of  $2,781,000  are  herewith  pro¬ 
vided,  the  committee  has  indicated  its 
disapproval  of  this  practice  and  has  di¬ 
rected  that  safeguards  be  established  to 
prevent  similar  occurrences  in  the 
future. 

Within  the  $2,700,000  recommended  for 
resources  management,  the  committee 
has  allowed  $150,000  to  provide  an  addi¬ 
tional  76  million  board-feet  of  Imnber 
to  help  relieve  the  timber  shortage  in 
the  United  States.  ’This  smn  is  made 
available  until  September  30,  1969.  With 
the  allowance,  however,  the  committee 
has  directed  that  the  amount  be  so  util¬ 
ized  that  none  of  it  contribute  in  any  way 
to  the  harvest  of  logs  or  timber  for  export 
from  the  United  States,  with  the  further 
provision  that  none  of  any  other  appro¬ 
priated  funds  may  be  substituted  for  this 
appropriation  so  as  to  permit  timber  har¬ 
vest  for  export. 

For  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  $750,000  has 
been  added  for  improvement  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  health  and  safety  program  for  coal 
mines.  These  funds  will  accelerate  the 
hiring  and  training  of  coal  and  metal 
mine  inspectors,  and  will  provide  research 
on  dust  production  and  control.  Also, 
$300,000  has  been  added  for  expenses 
in  connection  with  preliminary  work  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  establishment  of  an  educa¬ 
tional  institute  to  provide  professional 
training  in  health  and  safety. 

For  the  Forest  Service,  the  committee 
has  provided  $26,062,000  for  forest  pro¬ 
tection  and  utilization,  which  is  $654,000 
below  the  supplemental  estimate  and  the 
House  allowance.  Of  this  amount,  $24,- 
374,000  is  recommended  for  forest  land 
management,  $1,564,000  for  forest  re¬ 
search,  and  $124,000  for  State  and  private 
forestry  cooperation.  Included  in  this  ap¬ 
propriation  are  funds  for  the  additional 
sale  preparation  of  270  million  board-feet 
of  lumber  from  national  forest  lands  as 
part  of  the  program  to  relieve  the  current 
timber  shortage  in  the  United  States. 
By  Inclusion  of  appropriate  language  in 
the  bill,  $460,000  is  to  remain  available 
for  this  purpose  until  September  30,  1969. 

Chapter  VH  contains  supplemental 
funds  for  the  Departments  of  Labor  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  I  call 
attention  to  page  31  of  the  report  and 
the  item.  Higher  Educational  Activities 
of  the  Office  of  Education.  The  commit¬ 
tee  recommendation  of  $19,920,000  is 
$8,759,000  over  the  House  allowance  and 
the  amount  requested.  The  committee 
has  disallowed  $7,241,000  authorized  as 
payment  to  the  Federal  City  College  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  in  lieu  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  land-grant  available  to  colleges  of 
agriculture  and  mechanic  arts.  This  des¬ 
ignation  was  bestowed  upon  the  Federal 
City  College  in  the  authorizing  legisla¬ 
tion.  In  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
the  school  is  not  a  college  of  agriculture 
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and  mechanic  arts — particularly  a  col¬ 
lege  of  agriculture — and  it  is  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  view  that  further  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  matter  before  the 
hasty  appropriation  of  funds  on  the 
basis  of  such  a  qualification.  The  $3,- 
920,000  approved  is  for  interest  subsidi¬ 
zation  grants  to  facilitate  borrowing  for 
construction  from  non-Federal  sources 
by  higher  educational  institutions.  This 
sum  would  provide  for  interest  pay¬ 
ments  for  1  year  on  loans  totaling  $145 
million.  The  committee  cautions  against 
the  possibility  of  exorbitant  interest 
rates  being  charged  the  borrowing  insti¬ 
tution  and  subsequently  passed  on  to  the 
Government,  whieh  is  not  inconceivable 
since  the  enabling  legislation  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  pay  interest  in  excess  of 
3  percent,  with  no  upper  limit.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Department  and  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Education  are  expected  to 
take  necessary  steps  to  see  that  interest 
rates  do  not  exceed  prevailing  general 
interest  rates  charged  for  comparable 
loans  and  risks.  The  committee  has  re- 
stoi’ed  $16,000,000  for  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants. 

The  committee  has  denied  the  $15 
million  requested  for  a  new  appropria¬ 
tion  account.  District  of  Columbia  medi¬ 
cal  facilities,  which  were  requested  in 
Although  these  fimds  were  requested  in 
the  1970  budget,  the  House  Committee 
on  Appropriations  included  the  item  in 
this  supplemental  appropriation  bill. 
Tlie  Senate  committee  is  of  the  view 
that  no  special  grants  or  preferential 
treatment  should  be  given  to  any  of  the 
States  or  the  District  of  Columbia  since 
all  States  and  the  District  are  entitled 
to  grants  for  hospital  construction  under 
the  Hill-Burton  Act.  As  a  matter  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  Members,  all  medical  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
past  20  years  have  been  financed  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  committee  has 
added  $7,500,000  for  manpower  develop¬ 
ment  and  training  activities. 

In  chapter  IX,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  $25  million  for  flood  control  and 
coastal  emergencies,  imder  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  This  estimate  was  submitted 
directly  to  the  Senate  and,  hence,  was 
not  considered  by  the  House.  The  funds 
are  required  to  replace  moneys  reallo¬ 
cated  from  construction  projects  already 
under  way,  to  meet  emergency  expendi¬ 
tures  resulting  from  subtropical  storms 
and  heavy  rains  along  the  California 
coast  early  this  year,  as  well  as  from  the 
exceedingly  heavy  snowpack  in  the 
north  central  portion  of  the  country 
which,  together  with  the  spring  rains, 
produced  unusually  severe  fiooding.  With 
the  appropriation  recommended,  there 
will  still  be  a  deficit  of  at  least  $290,000 
in  the  emergency  fund,  with  no  reserve 
to  meet  any  requirements  that  may  arise 
during  the  June  flood  season  in  the  upper 
Missomd  River  Basin,  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  or  flood  conditions  in  other 
localities. 

Forty-five  million  dollars  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  plant  and  capital  equip¬ 
ment  account  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission.  These  funds  are  needed  to 
restore  or  replace  as  quickly  as  possible 
the  weapons  production  facility  at  Rocky 
Flats,  Colo.,  which  was  extensively  dam¬ 
aged  by  fire  on  May  11,  1969. 


For  chapter  X,  which  includes  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Departments  of  Justice, 
Commea'ce,  and  the  Judiciary,  a  total  of 
$16,659,500  is  recommended,  an  increase 
of  $1,636,000  over  the  House  allowance 
and  a  i-eduction  fo  $1,806,850  below  the 
amount  requested.  There  are  a  number 
of  appropriation  accounts  in  this  chap¬ 
ter.  I  shall  not  take  the  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  spell  them  out.  Perhaps  it  will  suf¬ 
fice  to  point  out  that  in  this  chapter 
alone  376  new  positions  have  been  au¬ 
thorized — 11  for  the  processing  of  Cus¬ 
toms  cases;  30  new  employees,  attorneys 
and  clerks,  for  the  Tax  Division  and  18 
for  the  Criminal  Division,  to  intensify 
the  fight  against  organized  crime;  30  for 
the  Civil  Rights  Division  for  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  titles  I,  VIII,  and  IX  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1968;  116  for  U.S.  attor¬ 
neys  and  marshals,  43  of  which  are  at¬ 
torneys,  30  are  deputy  marshals,  and  43 
are  clerks;  83  for  the  Bureau  of  Narcot¬ 
ics  and  Dangerous  Drugs;  and  88  for 
the  Judiciary  accounts,  of  which  83  dep¬ 
uty  clerks  are  needed  to  administer  the 
new  Random  Jury  Selection  Act  and  five 
are  needed  to  implement  the  smwey  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Federal  Magistrate  Act 
and  the  Random  Jury  Selection  Act. 

There  is  one  item  in  chapter  XI,  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation,  which 
should  be  called  to  the  Senate’s  atten¬ 
tion.  Under  the  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
on  page  42,  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  the  sum  of  $2  million  for  costs 
associated  with  the  moving  of  units  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation  to  the 
Nassif  Building  in  southwest,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  The  request  of  $4,634,000  was 
submitted  to  the  Senate  and,  therefore, 
not  considered  by  the  House.  The  com¬ 
mittee  took  into  accoimt  the  fact  that 
only  $2  million  would  be  required  to  fund 
the  move  mitil  the  end  of  the  calendar 
year,  permitting  the  balance  of  the  fund¬ 
ing  requirements  to  be  examined  by  the 
regular  subcommittee  in  its  processing 
of  the  annual  bill  for  fiscal  year  1970. 
The  $2  million,  under  the  committee 
recommendation,  would  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  December  31,  1969,  and  would 
provide  a  net  of  $200,000  for  space  oc¬ 
cupancy  costs  and  $1,800,000  for  other 
consolidation  costs. 

A  total  of  $4,298,000  is  recommended 
for  this  chapter  of  the  bill,  which  is  $2 
million  over  the  House  allowance  but  a 
reduction  of  $2,934,000  under  the  budget 
estimates  submitted  to  the  Senate. 

For  chapter  XII,  dealing  with  the  De¬ 
partments  of  the  Treasury  and  Post  Of¬ 
fice,  a  total  of  $2,695,000  is  recommended, 
an  increase  of  $410,000  over  the  House 
allowance  and  $60,000  under  the  budget 
requests.  These  items  are  explained  be¬ 
ginning  at  page  44  of  the  report. 

For  claims  and  judgments,  in  chapter 
XHI,  the  committee  recommends  the  full 
amount  requested,  $18,188,688.  This  is 
$1,307,876  over  the  House  bill  and  is  the 
result  of  later  submissions  to  the  Senate. 
These  funds  are  provided  for  the  manda¬ 
tory  payment  of  claims  and  judgments  as 
determined  by  the  departments  and  U.S. 
courts  in  accordance  with  the  law. 

Title  III  deals  exclusively  with  in¬ 
creased  pay  costs  which  are  mandatory 
under  a  variety  of  laws  enacted  by  the 
Congress.  The  appropriations  in  this 
title  are  summarized  on  page  46  of  the 


report  and  in  the  detailed  tabulation 
commencing  on  page  78.  Pay  costs  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  title  amount  to  $1,368,137,- 
556,  which  is  an  increase  of  $184,839,102 
over  the  House  bill  but  $96,596,840  imder 
the  amount  requested.  In  addition,  $59,- 
741,000  is  made  available  through  release 
of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves  and  $87,- 
916,000  by  transfer  from  other  appro- 
pidation  categories. 

I  come  now  to  title  IV,  which  contains 
a  provision  inserted  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  as  a  substitute  for  that  included  in 
the  House  bill,  and  it  relates  to  limita¬ 
tions  on  fiscal  year  1970  outlays.  This 
amendment  is  printed  on  page  70  of  the 
bill. 

Under  the  committee  recommendation, 
the  limitation  on  fiscal  year  1970  outlays 
would  be  set  at  $187.9  billion,  which  is 
$5  billion  less  than  President  Nixon’s  re¬ 
quest,  which  amounted,  in  his  revised 
budget  estimates,  to  $192.9  billion.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  provision  also  con¬ 
tains  language  which  would  exempt  from 
the  limitation  so-called  outlays  to  the 
extent  that  these  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1970  exceed  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1969. 
The  committee  desires  to  make  it  com¬ 
pletely  clear  that  the  limitation,  there¬ 
for,  because  of  the  exemption,  may  be 
exceeded  by  $3.1  billion.  It  is  estimated 
that  $3.1  billion  is  the  amount  social 
security,  interest  on  the  public  debt,  vet¬ 
erans’  pensions,  public  assistance  grants, 
farm  price  supports,  special  support  of 
Southeast  Asia,  and  other  unpredictable 
and  uncontrollable  items  in  1970  exceed 
comparable  figures  for  1969.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  these  increases  do  not  material¬ 
ize,  the  limitation  could  not  be  exceeded 
othei-wise.  The  increase  of  $3.1  billion  in 
uncontrollable  items  in  fiscal  year  1970 
over  comparable  items  for  fiscal  year 
1969  is  a  net  figure. 

While  a  ceiling  of  $187.9  billion  is  $5 
billion  less  than  the  revised  budget,  the 
committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  the 
savings  may  or  may  not  be  this  large 
because  of  these  exemptions.  However, 
even  with  these  estimated  increases  for 
the  exemptions,  the  ceiling  would  be  $1.9 
billion  under  the  House  ceiling  and  the 
revised  budget,  and  at  least  this  amount 
would  be  saved  under  the  committee 
recommendation . 

It  is  most  difficult  to  estimate  figures 
for  the  uncontrollable  items.  The  Janu¬ 
ary  budget  had  certain  figures  which 
were  revised  by  better  information  in 
the  April  15  review.  The  committee  has 
since  been  advised  that  the  April  15  re¬ 
view  figures  are  in  line  for  another  revi¬ 
sion.  Under  the  circumstances,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  as  a  base  for 
comparison  for  uncontrollable  and  un¬ 
predictable  items  the  figures  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  since  these  figm’es  are  now 
almost  firm.  The  House  provision  which 
was  stricken  by  the  committee  set  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  fiscal  year  1970  outlays  in  the 
amount  of  the  new  President  Nixon 
budget  of  $192.9  billion.  This  figure  would 
increase  or  decrease,  depending  upon  the 
action  or  inaction  of  the  Congress  on  the 
appropriation  bills  and  other  proposals. 
Under  the  Senate  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendation,  a  definite  reduction  of  at 
least  $1.9  billion  has  been  recommended 
which  will  serve  as  an  incentive  to  reduce 
the  expenditure  impact  resulting  from 
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action  on  appropriation  bills  by  at  least 
this  amount. 

In  a  period  of  rapidly  rising  prices 
with  continuing  inflationary  pressures, 
it  is  essential  that  we  act  to  contain  the 
inflation  and  preserve  the  value  of  our 
currency. 

The  Congress  will  not  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  act  on  all  of  the  appropriation 
bills  and  legislation  that  will  affect  1970 
expenditm-es  before  the  new  year  starts 
this  July  1.  The  lateness  of  appropria¬ 
tion  and  legislative  action  this  year  has 
been  occasioned  not  only  by  the  factors 
which  have  occmwed  in  recent  years,  but 
also  by  the  fact  that  the  Congress  had 
to  await  President  Nixon’s  budget  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  they  were  not  forth¬ 
coming  until  April  15. 

Although  the  Senate  has  not  yet  com¬ 
pleted  action  on  a  single  1970  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  it  is  Important  for  the 
economic  health  of  the  Nation  that  we 
pi-ovide  a  guideline  that  will  influence  us 
in  the  actions  that  we  take  on  the  indi¬ 
vidual  bills  as  they  come  before  us.  It 
may  be  3  or  4  more  months  before  the 
bills  are  enacted.  We  must  make  our 
wishes  known  now  so  that  whatever  ac¬ 
tions  are  required  can  be  taken  in  time 
to  restrain  1970  expenditures  gradually 
with  a  minimum  of  dislocation  and  harm 
to  important  Federal  programs  and  Fed¬ 
eral  services. 

Title  rv  of  the  present  bill,  in  both  the 
House  version  and  that  reported  by  the 
committee,  faces  up  to  this  responsibil¬ 
ity.  The  committee  version  is  more  defi¬ 
nite,  more  specific,  and  I  believe  more 
desirable  than  the  provision  approved  by 
the  House,  for  the  following  reasons: 

First.  Under  the  committee  version, 
the  Congress  and  the  administration 
will  know  more  precisely  where  they 
stand  and  actions  can  be  taken  accord¬ 
ingly;  imder  the  House  bill,  the  action 
or  inaction  by  the  Congress  will  influence 
the  ceiling  limit,  and  there  is  no  way  of 
knowing  for  quite  a  number  of  months 
exactly  what  the  impact  will  be  on  those 
programs  over  which  we  exercise  annual, 
control. 

Second.  The  committee  faces  the  real¬ 
ities  forced  upon  us  by  legislation  and 
events  which  have  already  taken  place. 
For  example,  it  makes  no  attempt  to 
restrict  expenditures  for  unpredictable 
increases  or  decreases  in  interest  on  the 
public  debt;  in  veterans’  pension  and 
compensation;  in  social  security  bene¬ 
fits;  in  other  retirement  benefits,  such 
as  civil  service,  railroad  retirement,  and 
foreign  service  retirement.  Further,  it 
will  similarly  not  force  restrictive  action, 
the  consequences  we  cannot  foretell  in 
cases  of  other  public  services,  because 
of  the  contingencies  of  the  heating  up  of 
the  mUitai’y  situation  in  Southeast  Asia. 
These  exceptions  provided  in  section 
401(a)  (1)  and  (2)  are  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Executive  in  the  coming  year 
and  many  of  them  are  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Congress.  The  House  bill 
would  have  made  it  mandatory  that  the 
Congress  aot  now  or  the  President  act 
later  to  find  savings  on  the  contingency 
that  these  programs  and  costs  would 
exceed  the  revised  budget  estimate — 
which  in  any  case  can  be  no  more  than 
a  guess  for  such  volatile  programs  as 
farm  price  supports,  medicaid,  public  as¬ 
sistance  grants,  and  others. 


Third.  The  committee  bill  removes 
any  question  that  the  President  has  the 
authority  to  take  the  actions  required 
to  bring  expenditures  within  the  limits 
it  provides.  At  the  same  time,  it  makes 
clear  that  the  President  need  not  take 
any  action  if  the  Congress  itself  suc¬ 
ceeds,  in  its  individual  appropriation  ac¬ 
tions,  in  reducing  expenditures  to  the 
limits  provided.  The  House  bill,  on  the 
other  hand,  fails  on  both  these  counts. 

Finally,  the  Senate  bill  is  an  ironclad 
guarantee  of  a  reduction  of  at  least  $1.9 
billion  in  spending  for  those  programs 
subject  to  control  by  the  Congress  and 
the  President  this  year,  whereas  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  House  bill  is  unknown  and 
uncertain. 

The  spending  limitation  is  similar  in 
many  respects  to  that  included  last  year 
as  section  202  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968.  The  main 
difference,  aside  from  the  specific  figures 
involved,  has  to  do  with  more  complete 
certainty  as  to  the  programs  that  would 
be  affected  by  the  limitation.  Under  last 
year’s  provision,  changes  from  the  origi¬ 
nally  estimated  expenditures  were  sug¬ 
gested  to  revise  the  limitation  only  for 
Southeast  Asia  support,  interest  on  the 
debt,  veterans’  benefits  and  services,  so¬ 
cial  security  trust  funds,  public  assistance 
grants  only  up  to  $560  million  over  the 
original  budget  estimate,  and  price  sup¬ 
port  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  only  up  to  $907  million  over 
the  original  budget  estimate.  In  addition 
to  these  items,  the  committee  bill  would 
also  allow  the  limitation  to  be  revised — 
up  or  down — by  changes  in  other  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  similarly  uncontrollable 
in  the  year  ahead.  For  example,  civil 
service  retirement,  railroad  retirement, 
delivery  of  mail,  subsidies  under  existing 
contracts  for  maritime  wages,  payments 
under  low-rent  housing  contracts,  and 
similar  programs. 

The  committee  provision  also  bases  the 
calculation  of  these  uncontrollable 
changes  on  a  firmer  foundation  than  last 
year’s  bill  by  using  the  difference  between 
the  1970  expenditures  and  the  actual  1969 
outlays  for  the  relatively  uncontrollable 
programs.  The  1969  figure  will  be  known 
in  a  few  weeks  and  provides  a  sound 
benchmark  with  no  degree  of  uncer¬ 
tainty  ;  last  year’s  law,  on  the  other  hand, 
put  the  changes  in  terms  of  the  difference 
between  one  guess  and  another  guess — 
namely,  the  original  budget  estimate  for 
a  band  of  volatile  progi'ams  which  have 
to  be  reestimated  and  revised  periodically 
throughout  the  year. 

Briefly,  the  House  bill,  if  aU  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  estimates  turn  out  to  be 
correct,  does  not  guarantee  any  reduction 
in  the  budget  recommended  by  President 
Nixon.  It  provides  no  firm  guidance  to  the 
Congress  in  its  actions  on  the  budget  re¬ 
quests.  The  committee  bill,  on  the  other 
hand,  makes  abundantly  clear  the  fact 
that  we  must  aim  for  lower  spending,  and 
it  guarantees  a  reduction  in  those  pro¬ 
grams  over  which  we  and  the  adminis¬ 
tration  can  exercise  control  under  exist¬ 
ing  law. 

The  committee  bill,  in  addition,  pro¬ 
vides  a  firm  base  on  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  can  make  plans  as  to  how  it 
would  take  the  actions  required  to  reduce 
spending  with  minimum  harm  to  public 
services,  and  it  can  make  those  plans 


June  16,  1969 

now.  If  congressional  action  makes  ad¬ 
ministrative  action  unnecessary,  those 
plans  could  be  laid  aside.  The  House 
bill,  however,  leaves  the  President  with 
an  unknown  quantity.  It  makes  sound 
administration  with  minimum  harm  to 
public  services  extremely  difficult  of  at¬ 
tainment.  The  President’s  position  is 
almost  imtenable.  He  cannot  act  afBrm- 
atively  and  positively  until  he  knows  the 
impact  of  final  action  on  all  his  budget 
requests — which  result  will  not  be  com¬ 
pleted  until  the  year  is  perhaps  almost 
half  gone. 

With  the  large  growth  in  various  guar¬ 
anteed  Government  benefits  and  services 
in  the  post-World  War  H  era,  a  signifi¬ 
cant  portion  of  the  Federal  budget  has 
remained  beyond  annual  congressional — 
or  Executive — control  through  the  ap¬ 
propriation  process. 

For  example,  I  think  it  might  be  of 
interest  to  note  in  this  regard,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  total  appropriations  re¬ 
quests  for  fiscal  year  1970  amount  to  circa 
$210  billion,  whereas  the  amoimt  over 
which  Congress  can  exercise  control  Is 
only  about  $143  billion. 

During  this  post  World  War  H  period, 
no  administration,  Republican  or  Demo¬ 
cratic,  has  been  able  to  estimate  the  flow 
of  these  uncontrollable  payments  with 
accuracy.  This  history  indicates  the  mag¬ 
nitude  and  the  bm-den  of  the  job  the 
President  would  have  If  the  House  bill 
were  enacted.  The  committee  bill  re¬ 
moves  the  greatest  part  of  this  uncer¬ 
tainty. 

These  impoidant  distinctions,  I  believe, 
make  the  superiority  of  the  Senate  posi¬ 
tion  beyond  question. 

I  might  add  that,  based  on  cun-ent 
estimates,  the  Federal  outlays  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  year  are  expected  to  amount  to 
$185.6  billion,  which  is  $6.7  billion  more 
than  in  1968. 

Tlie  1970  estimate  of  $191  billion — the 
$187.9  billion  mentioned  in  title  IV  plus 
the  $3.1  billion  change  in  uncontrollable 
costs — is  $5.4  billion  greater  than  the 
current  1969  estimate.  This  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  growth  of  the  budget  that  we 
are  plamiing,  but  some  growth  to  meet 
our  real  obligations,  as  previously  men¬ 
tioned  must  be  allowed.  It  is  essential  to 
the  continued  health  of  the  economy  and 
the  conunitments  we  have  made  to  our 
aged  and  veterans,  om-  educational  and 
health  institutions. 

The  final  section  of  the  bill,  title  V, 
contains  language  inserted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  repealing  section  201  of  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968 — Public  Law  90-364.  In  essence, 
this  section  had  provided  that  only  three 
out  of  four  vacancies  in  the  executive 
branch  may  be  filled,  until  the  June  30, 
1966,  level  of  employment  had  been 
reached  for  the  entire  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Further,  the  provision  required 
that  Federal  employment  be  maintained 
at  that  Jime  1966  level. 

Subsequently,  the  Congress  exempted 
certain  agencies  and  programs  from  the 
application  of  this  section. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  on 
the  present  bill  convinced  the  committee 
that  the  provision,  which  was  designed 
to  promote  economy  and  efficiency  in 
Government,  has  had  a  reverse  effect — 
it  is  extravagant  in  its  impact  and  too 
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rigid  for  the  effective  utilization  of  man¬ 
power. 

In  the  case  of  the  Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  employee  overtime  has  had 
to  be  substituted  for  regular  time  in  or¬ 
der  to  meet  the  increasing  workloads. 
The  statement  was  made  that  it  has  cost 
roughly  $6  million  more  in  fiscal  year 
1969  to  process  the  work  done  on  over¬ 
time  than  if  that  work  had  been  per¬ 
formed  on  a  regular-time  basis.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  some  important  purchases  have 
had  to  be  postponed  and  certain  activi¬ 
ties  deferred  to  meet  the  stringencies 
imposed  by  the  employee  limitation. 

The  experience  of  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  has  been  similar.  Testimony  in 
the  hearings  indicated  that  the  Bureau 
of  Customs,  because  of  insufficient  man¬ 
power,  has  been  unable  to  examine  all 
mailed  packages,  which  has  resulted  in 
an  estimated  loss  of  between  $30  to  $40 
million  in  revenue.  The  Internal  Revenue 
Services  reports  that  there  has  been  an 
estimated  revenue  loss  in  fiscal  year  1969 
of  $500  million  and  the  loss  might  be  as 
high  as  $1  billion  if  the  restrictions  are 
not  lifted  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

Other  examples  of  the  undesirable,  and 
unanticipated,  effects  of  these  personnel 
restrictions  are  cited  in  the  committee 
hearings,  copies  of  which  are  available  to 
you. 

Of  significant,  interest  is  the  fact  that 
the  House  of  Representatives,  on  May  27, 
passed  two  appropriation  bills  for  fiscal 
year  1970 — the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  Departments  of  Treasury, 
Post  OfOce,  and  Executive  Office  appro¬ 
priation  bill's— which  contained  similar 
provisions,  removing  the  agencies 
covered  in  these  bills,  for  fiscal  year  1970 
only,  from  the  personnel  limitations  im¬ 
posed  by  section  201.  These  bills  are  now 
receiving  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
subcommittees  having  jurisdiction. 

It  is  the  committee’s  opinion  that  the 
application  of  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364  has  resulted  in  the  ineffective  de¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  inefficient  use  of 
overtime,  the  interruption  or  curtailment 
of  essential  services,  and  costly  losses  in 
revenue  expected  in  several  areas  of  the 
Government’s  operations  during  the  fis¬ 
cal  year. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends 
that  section  201  be  repealed  outright,  and 
permanently,  rather  than  on  a  depart¬ 
mental  or  yearly  basis,  and  has  thus  in¬ 
serted  language  in  the  accompanying  bill 
to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

Mr.  President,  this  concludes  my  pres¬ 
entation  on  this  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  shall  be  happy  to  try  to 
respond  to  any  questions  Senators  may 
have.  I  do  not  claim  to  have  all  the  an¬ 
swers,  but  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  who  is  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
will  be  available  to  assist  in  answering 
questions.  Other  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  also  be  available. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  'Virginia.  Will  the 
Senator  withhold  that  request  for  a 
moment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Cer¬ 
tainly. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
members  of  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  for  the  exemplary  sup¬ 
port  they  have  rendered  to  me  and  for 
the  extremely  fine  cooperation  that  they 
have  accorded  me  in  the  consideration  of 
the  pending  bill. 

They  have  been  available  at  all  times. 
We  have  met  on  Sunday  afternoons.  We 
have  met  on  Saturdays.  We  have  met  in 
the  evenings,  and  we  have  met  in  the 
mornings.  Thej^  have  been  available  at 
any  time  that  would  suit  my  conveni¬ 
ence.  I  am  very  grateful  to  them.  And 
particularly  am  I  very  grateful  to  the 
chief  clerk,  Mr.  Tom  Scott. 

Without  the  knowledge  and  experi¬ 
ence,  the  assistance  and  advice  and 
counsel  given  to  me  by  the  staff,  I  would 
have  found  the  job  impossible  of  per¬ 
formance.  I  express  my  gratitude  to 
them. 

I  also  thank  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  subcommittee,  for 
the  support  he  has  given  throughout  the 
hearings  and  throughout  the  markup  of 
the  bill. 

I  also  express  appreciation  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Young), 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  full 
committee  and  to  the  other  minority  and 


majority  members  of  the  subcommittee 
and  the  full  committee  for  the  help  they 
have  rendered  in  bringing  the  bill  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  shall  now  be  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  but  first  I  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  would  be  willing  for 
me  to  put  in  a  quorum  call  so  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  may  come  to 
the  Chamber. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Sui-ely. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  pages 
3  through  7  of  the  committee  report, 
which  is  a  summary  tabulation  giving  a 
comparison  between  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates,  House  allowances,  and  the  Senate 
committee  recommendations  for  all  types 
of  authority  contained  in  this  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  THE  BILL— SUMMARY 


Amount  Increase  (-H)  or  decrease  (—), 
recommended  Senate  bill  compared  with  — 

Chapter  Recommended  by  Senate - 

No.  Department  or  activity  .  Budget  estimate  in  House  bill  committee  Budget  estimate  House  bill 


TITLE  I 


Military  operations  in 
Southeast  Asia: 

New  budget  (obli- 

gational)  authority _ $1,496,900,000  $1,234,000,000  $1,272,000,000  -$224,900,000  +$38,000,000 

By  transfer _ _ _ _ _ _ _  (8, 910,  000)  (+8,910,000)  (+8,910,000) 


TITLE  II 


I  Agriculture: 

New  budget  (obli- 

gational)  authority _  13,118,000  9,118,000  13,118,000  . . .  +4,000,000 


II  Defense: 

New  budget  (obli- 

■gational)  authority _  249,682,000  226,050,000  227,950,000  -21,732,000  +1,900,000 

By  transfer . . . . . .  (9,377,000)  (+9,377,000)  (+9,377,000) 


III 


District  of  Columbia: 

Federal  funds:  New 
budget  (obligational) 

authority _ _  29,736,000  10,365,000  29,101,000 

District  of  Columbia 
funds: 

New  budget  (obli- 

gational)authority  (44,607,000)  (25,353,000)  (44,089,000) 


-635,000  +18,736,000 

(-518,000)  (+18,736,000) 


IV 


Foreign  operations: 

New  budget  (obli¬ 
gational)  authority-.  162,853,000 
By  transfer .  (38, 000) 


2,700,000  160,000,000  -2,853,000  +157,300,000 

(35,000)  (2,735,000)  (+2,697,000)  (+2,700, 000) 


V  Independent  offices — Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment: 


New  budget  (obliga' 
tional)  authority: 


1968 . . . 

1969. _ _ 

7, 168,  000 
494, 502, 000 

7, 168, 000 
306, 062, 000 

7,  168,000  .. 
488,116, 000 

-6,  386, 000 

+182, 054, 000 

Total _ _ 

New  annual  contract 
authorizations,  in¬ 
crease  in  limitations... 
Release  of  Public  Law 
90-364  reserves _ 

501,670, 000 

(104, 500,000) 

(15,248, 000) 

313,230, 000 

(82, 500, 000) 

(15,248, 000) 

495, 284,  000 

(102, 500,000) 

(15,248, 000).. 

-6, 386, 000 

(-2,000,000) 

+182, 054, 000 

(+20,000, 000) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (08LIGATI0NAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  THE  BILL— SUMMARY— Continued  IN  THE  BILL— SUMMARY— Continued 


S6488 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  16,  19  { 


0)  o. 

^  E 
^  o 


O)  (/) 

11 


+ 


+ 


+ 


<J  u 


3  <D  >N 
CDplCQ 


+ 


^  <  O  >s 


^  .  rtj 

°  "wo  O  w 


11- sj' 


J  0}  OJ*-  •—  I-  ^ 

O  —  w  _  E  CL 


crt  OJ 

03  ^  w  _  ^ 
CO  to  Q.'S  Q 

u  (O 


o  00 
o 

03  a> 


O)  CO 

■i"evr 


+ 


LO  m 
CO 

co'oo' 


+ 


■—  Sj.^^ 


■So  <  2 


■OTOZ 
C  C 

<o  <o 


+  .L+ 


^  o 


,  CO  03 
;  ocDco 
f^03a> 


«  TO  o  ® 
o  = 


-+• 


’  c  S 

'  E  ”  S  IS 
.-S  o  9--S 


E  J.  J.  o 

o  9>  2 

*-  Q.  Q-O 


O  =  rti  « 


CO  -n  "  ^  55  O  <13  • 

<0  C  X  S  ^  O 

_  <«•—  C^*0  >  CO 


=  "5 


■03o2®™'!^5E®O 

5co^,o^^a3  w  — 

’  ESS  S  c  g-o  ^  g  S- 

>^=*=toff2:c^o=: 
>  t:  t)  v>  CO. 


03 


"SSl 

C  0)  to 

o.>c 
c^E  ^ 
S.5^  5J  SSsra  i 

<oa3f"(Ofl3cc=. 

~3  on  W  1  —  ^  I 

a-a-o^-* 


-  ^  C  C  Q. 

03  ^  E  S  2^ 

^  ^  " 

w-ocDceoo^j 


03  $ 
«3  ^ 


E 

oS 

X-N  — 

+s 


03  (p 

0<0 


■S  “O  03  03 

i-S'S-s 

E  03  ®  E 

E-Q  S 


03  CO 

11 


+ 


O  o  o 

QC30 

OOO 


:  .ti  o  < 

I  k_-.=  : 

>  ‘ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


«  o  t 


f  *2.2  £2-1 


o  o 
o  o 
O)  o 


+ 


+ 


+ 


o  o 

O  C3 
03  O 


.  .  O  2 


o  o 
o  o 

C3  O 


++ 


oo 

OC3 

om 

o’oo’ 

<0  03 

oor^ 


o  o 
oo 
o  tn 


oo 

O  CO 
O  CO 

cSto 

CO  o 
00  CO 


-I- 


i  L:5.2o 


C  <Q 
flj  "O 

ois’a 


^  5. 


O  c 


i  j 

rt^ 


= 


(-  03  X 
<<3  00  *^  I 

E  "O  /■^oo  03 

=15^iS 

03-Q 
.>  >  O 

■i|*= 


J3'u. 
O  O 


<o  CO  r; 
0303 


O  ^  03  2 

^1-00*0  I 

03  ™  "O  /-vOO  03 
<->  'o  3  "X  ^ 
XlL^ja  TO030 

s  s-E 

— *“>  oj-H- 


+ 


+ 


;  o  V  ..:=-“  o  0)  i2 

-U.>  <P^W—  >  c 


o 

h-  a>co 

<o«7 


<0(0  CO  J3  C  < 


icz* 

O  03  J 


£'5-2 


O  CO 
Ol". 
03  00 


+ 


OCM 
O  CO 


O  oo 

O  CO 
03  O 


+ 


•O 


+ 


+4- 


OOOO 
oooo 
o  o  o  o 

03  r*-  CO  o 
00^00 
^  rocoo 


•—I  o 


oooo 

oooo 

oooo 


.  c  5 


■>‘■^•2  ®  (O 


O  3kS  3  ®  o 

OIS’Z'^S.E, 


•—  5200  <73 
- .2?  CO  CD 

®B22 


l_  ^  X  03 

^  C  o  to 
coS  *0 
5  =  2 


<o  <^ 

o5 


03  Jg 
CO  CO 

"  Sci 
Ss"” 

Q£ 


<0  (O  "O 

111 


—  <13 


June  16,  1969 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S6489 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  THE  BILL— SUMMARY— Continued 


Chapter 

No. 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 

Amount  Increase  (-I-)  or  decrease  (— ). 

recommended  Senate  bill  compared  with— 

Department  or  activity 

Budget  estimate 

committee  Budget  estimate  House  bill 

RECAPITULATION— Continued 

and  V: 

Increased  pay  costs  (in¬ 
cluded  above): 

Increases  in  limita¬ 
tions  and  trans¬ 
fers  from  trust 
funds  for  per¬ 
sonal  services 
pursuant  to  sec. 
502  of  bill - 

($630, 000) 

($630, 000) 

($630, 000)... . . . 

Total _ _ 

(1,790,323,796)  (1,486,511,854)  (1,686,065,956)  (-104,257,840)  (-|-199,  554, 102) 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  before  the 
Senator  yields  the  floor,  as  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  member  of  this  subcommittee, 
I  should  like  to  congratulate  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  West  Virginia  for 
the  workmanlike  job  he  has  done  on  this 
supplemental  bill.  It  is  a  large  bill,  and 
it  continued  to  grow  larger  as  time 
elapsed,  primarily  because  new  items 
came  in  as  a  consequence  of  the  ap¬ 
plicable  date  of  new  legislation.  Con¬ 
sequently,  there  is  a  reason  why  it  is 
substantially  larger  than  the  House  pro¬ 
posal.  A  number  of  items,  as  the  Senator 
has  set  forth,  were  brought  into  the  pic¬ 
ture  and  were  heard  for  the  first  time  on 
the  Senate  side,  because  the  time  situa¬ 
tion  was  such  that  they  were  not  appli¬ 
cable  or  pertinent  at  the  time  the  House 
hearings  were  held. 

I  know  of  no  supplemental  piece  of 
legislation  of  this  kind,  in  appropriations, 
which  has  had  the  painstaking,  careful 
analysis  that  this  one  has  received  from 
the  committee.  We  were  able  to  effectuate 
a  few  economies — not  as  many  as  I  would 
have  liked,  and  not  as  many,  I  am  sure, 
as  the  chairman  would  have  liked — but 
I  think  we  have  placed  before  the  Senate 
a  measure  which  deserves  to  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  our  colleagues  and  taken  to 
the  conference  to  work  out  the  adjudi¬ 
cations  between  the  two  bodies. 

I  would  especially  recommend  against 
efforts  to  increase  these  appropriations, 
because  of  the  tight-money  situation  in 
the  country  and  because,  wherever  the 
committee  deemed  possible,  we  did  make 
reductions. 

In  one  or  two  instances,  we  did  not 
vote  items  which  were  included  in  the 
House  proposal,  because  the  evidence 
was  not  presented  to  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee.  In  those  areas,  we  anticipate 
going  to  conference  with  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  with  open  minds;  and  because 
they  have  heard  testimony  in  some  in¬ 
stances  which  we  did  not  hear,  we  wUl 
expect  to  meet  with  them  and  work  out 
some  compromise  formula,  if  in  fact  we 
do  not  accede  entirely  to  the  House 
action. 

We  have  arranged  to  clarify  one  or 
two  items  of  this  measure  which  will 
be  handled  by  amendments  during  the 


course  of  the  consideration  of  the  bUl, 
but  I  can  recommend  it  to  Senators  as 
a  determination  which  has  been  care¬ 
fully  arrived  at,  and  has  been  arrived 
at  by  a  group  of  Senators  resolved  to  do 
what  we  could  to  protect  the  economy  of 
the  country. 

I  again  congratulate  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  who  op¬ 
erates  in  that  capacity  now  for  the  first 
time  and  who  indicates  clearly  that  he  is 
going  to  be  a  very  successful  and  useful 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  handling 
supplemental  and  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  for  his  very 
generous  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  committee  amendments 
be  agreed  to  en  bloc  and  that  the  bill  as 
thus  amended  be  regarded  as  original 
text  for  the  purpose  of  amendment,  pro¬ 
vided  that  no  point  of  order  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  waived  by  reason 
thereof. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  will  withhold  that  request  tem¬ 
porarily.  There  are  some  questions  I  wish 
to  ask.  Before  we  agree  on  the  request 
perhaps  we  can  get  some  answers  to 
those  questions. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Very  well. 
Mr.  President,  I  withhold  my  request. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  wish  to 
ask  the  Senator  some  questions  first  in 
connection  with  title  LV  of  the  bill,  re¬ 
lating  to  expenditure  controls.  I  wish  to 
get  a  clear  understanding  of  what  is 
being  proposed  here. 

Under  section  401  it  states  that  ex¬ 
penditures  and  net  lending — budget  out¬ 
lays — of  the  Federal  Government  during 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  shall 
not  exceed  $187.9  billion. 

On  the  surface  that  would  look  like  a 
$5  billion  reduction  in  what  the  House 
agreed  upon.  I  wish  to  ask  several  ques¬ 
tions  about  some  of  the  provisos  involved. 

The  section  continues: 

Provided^  That  such  amount  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount 
by  which  the  siun  of  expenditures  and  net 
lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than  or 
lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net 
lending  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  for — 

(1)  items  designated  "Open-ended  pro¬ 


grams  and  fixed  costs”  in  the  table  appear¬ 
ing  on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first 
Congress) . 

Turning  to  page  16  of  the  budget,  under 
"Open-ended  programs  and  fixed  costs,” 
the  first  item  we  find  is  social  security, 
medicare,  and  other  social  insurance 
trust  funds.  The  budget  estimate  in  1969 
is  $39.6  billion  for  these  items,  accord¬ 
ing  to  page  16.  The  projected  budget  for 
1970  is  $42.4  billion,  or  an  increase  of 
$2.9  billion. 

Let  us  take  that  one  example.  We  will 
assume  for  the  moment  these  items  are 
correct.  Under  those  circumstances  does 
it  mean  that  the  $187.9  billion  ceiling 
would  be  increased  by  the  $2.9  billion? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator’s  question,  the 
answer  would  be  “yes,”  assuming  the  ex¬ 
penditure  figures  stated. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
my  understanding.  That  one  item  would 
increase  the  amoimt  of  $187.9  billion  by 
$2.9  billion. 

My  next  question  deals  with  the  next 
item  and  relates  to  the  interest  on  the 
national  debt.  In  1969  that  figure  is  pro¬ 
jected  to  $15.2  billion,  while  the  1970 
projection  is  $16  billion.  Again  assuming 
those  are  the  projected  rates,  that  would 
be  an  increase  of  $800  million;  and  as  I 
understand,  under  this  committee  form¬ 
ula  that  would  automatically  increase 
the  expenditure  ceiling  again  by  another 
$800  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  While 
we  are  on  that  point,  assume  for  the 
moment  that  the  interest  on  the  national 
debt  were  increased  by  another  $500  mil¬ 
lion — and  it  looks  very  likely  that  as  a 
result  of  the  spiraling  interest  rates  it 
will  be — beyond  what  had  been  estimated 
in  the  1970  budget;  and  assuming  there 
were  this  extra  $500  million,  would  that 
be  added  to  the  original  figure  also  and 
automatically  increase  the  ceiling  by  an¬ 
other  $500  million? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  the 
answer  “yes”  on  that  item? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Continu¬ 
ing  further,  on  page  16  we  have  the  item 
of  civilian  and  military  pay  increase. 
There  was  no  allocation  for  this  item  in 
1969.  but  they  estimate  a  cost  of  $2.8  bil¬ 
lion  for  1970.  As  I  understand  the  situa¬ 
tion,  under  this  committee  formula  that 
would  add  another  $2.8  billion  to  the  ceil¬ 
ing.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  be¬ 
cause  the  figure  of  $2.8  billion  for  this 
item  has  already  been  included  in  the 
uncontrollable  category. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  will  find 
the  answer  is  “yes.” 

An  application  is  pending  before  the 
committees  for  a  further  salary  increase 
for  postal  employees  and  certain  other 
employees,  which  I  have  seen  estimated 
at  various  figm’es.  However,  the  nearest 
extra  cost  figure  I  have  seen  agreed  upon 
was  around  $500  million  or  $600  million 
if  that  increase  were  to  go  through.  If 
that  amount  or  any  other  amount  as  a 
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result  of  legislation  increasing  salaries 
were  added,  would  that  automatically  add 
to  the  ceiling  to  the  extent  it  was  agreed 
upon? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Salary  in¬ 
creases  are  uncontrollable  and  any  in¬ 
creases  over  the  estimate  would  be  added. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  an¬ 
swer  is  “yes”? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  next 
item  on  page  16  is  “Veterans’  pensions, 
compensation,  and  insurance.”  Under 
the  1969  estimate  the  estimated  cost  fig¬ 
ure  is  $5.6  billion;  under  the  1970  esti¬ 
mate  the  estimate  is  $5.9  billion,  or  an 
increase  of  $200  million  when  the  figures 
are  rounded  out.  That  would  bring  about 
another  increase  in  the  committee’s 
ceiling  of  $200  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  would 
be  an  increase  in  the  uncontrollables. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  the 
ceiling  would  be  automatically  increased 
by  that  much? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes.  The 
ceiling  would  be  increased  by  any  in¬ 
crease  in  uncontrollable  items  over  the 
estimate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  “Public 
assistance  grants,  including  medicaid” 
shows  an  estimate  for  1969  of  $6.3  bil¬ 
lion,  an  estimate  for  1970  of  $7.4  billion, 
or  an  increase  of  $1.1  billion.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  formula,  the  $187.9  billion  ceil¬ 
ing  would  again  be  increased  automati¬ 
cally  by  that  amount. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  an¬ 
swer  to  this  and  the  other  questions  is 
this:  Any  increase  in  uncontrollables  is 
going  to  automatically  raise  the  $187.9 
billion  ceiling. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes,  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Just  as 
increases  in  uncontrollables  would  raise 
the  $192.9  billion  estimate  submitted  by 
the  President. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  The  point  I  make  is,  as¬ 
suming  there  are  no  other  increases  be¬ 
yond  those  referred  to  in  the  estimates, 
these  figures  I  have  just  stated  are  al¬ 
ready  in  the  budget,  and  even  if  budget 
expenditures  are  held  the  same  as  in  the 
1970  budget  these  increases  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  and  have  referred  to  in  previous 
questions  would  automatically  raise  the 
ceiling,  or  if  perchance  the  requests  are 
below  those  amounts,  they  would  reduce 
the  figures. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the  in¬ 
creases  in  the  rmcontrollables  in  fiscal 
year  1970  over  these  in  fiscal  year  1969,  a 
portion  of  the  list  of  which  the  Senator 
read  into  the  Record,  turn  out  to  be  as 
estimated,  they  will  amount  to  $3.1 
billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  We  will 
tabulate  them  in  just  a  moment;  how¬ 
ever,  those  additions  just  referred  to  thus 
far  raise  the  ceiling  of  the  committee 
bill  by  around  $7.5  billion,  but  this  will 
be  reduced  by  the  proposed  reduction  of 
$3.4  biUion  in  the  cost  of  the  conflict  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

The  point  I  make  is  that  the  committee 
amendment  is  not  an  effective  ceiling 
on  expenditures  at  all.  It  Is  only  a  pious 
hope. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  be¬ 
ing  the  case,  $3.1  billion  will  be  added 
to  the  $187.9  billion,  and  this  would 
create  a  ceiling  total  of  $191  billion  from 
which  to  work. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
get  to  the  exact  total  in  just  a  minute. 

Now  let  us  examine  what  the  commit¬ 
tee  did  on  fann  price  supports,  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation — that  item  in¬ 
cludes  soil  bank  payments.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  All  ex¬ 
penditures  which  may  be  made  under 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  includes  food-for-peace  programs, 
school  limch  programs,  and  so. forth — 
all  of  the  expenditures  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Coiqrorations,  as  I  understand  it, 
are  exempted  from  control  under  the 
committee  amendment.  The  1969  esti¬ 
mate  is  a  $3.6  billion  cost  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  and  in  the 
budget,  page  16,  to  which  the  bill  refers, 
the  1970  estimate  is  $3.1  billion,  or  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $500  million.  If  that  were 
true  that  would  mean  a  reduction  ef 
$500  million  in  the  overall  ceiling.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  reading  from  a  budget  printed 
in  January. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
reading  from  the  same  budget  to  which 
the  committee  bill  refeiTed. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  have  the 
latest  figures  submitted  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  on  May  20. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  bill 
does  not  refer  to  figures  of  May  20  but 
specifically  refers  to  the  budget,  page  16. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vh’ginia.  My  fig¬ 
ures — 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
what  is  confusing.  These  estimates  of 
the  committee  bill  are  merely  a  guess, 
not  a  mandatoiY  ceiling  on  expenditures. 
I  shall  not  say  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  farce,  but  from  an  effective 
standpoint,  it  has  no  value. 

The  Senator,  in  his  remarks,  keeps  re¬ 
ferring  to  some  figures  furnished  to  him 
at  a  subsequent  date,  but  I  am  reading 
from  the  bill  that  I  have  before  me.  The 
bill  refers  to  the  “open-end  program  and 
fixed  costs”  in  the  table  on  page  16  of 
the  Budget  of  the  United  States.  It  does 
not  refer  to  any  other  figures.  ’This  is 
legislation  we  are  acting  upon — items 
which  include  social  security;  medicare 
and  other  social  insurance,  trust  funds; 
interest  on  the  national  debt;  civilian 
militaiy  pay  increases,  past,  present,  and 
future:  veterans’  pensions,  compensa¬ 
tion,  and  insurance:  public  assistance 
grants,  including  medicaid;  farm  price 
supports,  which  includes  every  type  of 
operation  under  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation;  postal  operation,  directly 
related  to  mail  volume  which  means 
pretty  much  all  of  the  postal  deficit, 
whatever  it  may  be;  legislative  and  ju¬ 
diciary  expenditures:  and  then,  just  in 
the  event  some  have  been  missed,  we 
find  the  word  “other”  included. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Which 
amounts  to  $2.1  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Appar¬ 
ently  it  has  gained  $500  million  since 
the  budget  was  printed. 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am  giv¬ 
ing  the  Senator  the  latest  figures. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Then  it 
has  gained  $500  million  in  the  past  3 
months.  But  the  point  is,  those  are  all 
exempted  under  this  program.  I  am  just 
wondering  whether  we  really  have  a 
ceiling  because,  as  I  tabulate  it,  the  items 
on  page  16  of  the  budget  add  back  $7.3 
billion  to  the  $187.9  billion.  That  raises 
it  to  $195  billion  as  the  ceiling.  However, 
in  fairness,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
the  $195.2  billion  ceiling  at  that  point, 
in  paragraph  1,  will  be  reduced  some  by 
paragraph  2  under  the  item  designated 
as  “Special  Southeast  Asia  Support.”  In 
the  table  on  page  27  of  the  budget,  the 
estimate  is  $28.8  billion  in  1969,  but  1970 
is  projected  at  $25.4  billion,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  $3.4  billion.  This  would  re¬ 
duce  this  earlier  figure  by  $3.4  billion. 

I  am  wondering,  is  the  committee  not 
misleading  the  American  people  when  it 
talks  about  enacting  a  ceiling  of  $187.9 
billion  and  then  turns  around  and  has 
all  these  items  added.  The  committee 
may  not  be  doing  so  intentionally,  but 
it  is  giving  the  American  people  the 
wrong  impression.  Then  there  are  other 
increases  in  other  sections  dealing  with 
aid  to  schools  in  federally  impacted 
areas  under  the  act  of  September  23  and 
30,  1950.  ' 

I  have  not  been  able  to  get  that  esti¬ 
mate,  but  I  imderstand  it  is  around  $200 
million.  I  am  wondering  whether  the 
committee  has  not  proposed  a  ceiUng 
which  is  applicable  to  everything  except 
Government  expenditures. 

I  point  out  these  inconsistencies  only 
to  show  the  complete  fallacy  of  using  the 
committee  formula.  It  is  not  a  realistic 
figure. 

I  want  to  ask  the  Senator  this  ques¬ 
tion:  If,  in  the  course  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  this  year  or  in  the  legislative 
process  in  the  weeks  ahead.  Congress 
liberalizes  any  of  these  programs  be¬ 
yond,  what  was  projected  in  the  1970 
budget  where  they  will  cost  $1  million  or 
$1  billion,  would  such  action  not  auto¬ 
matically  increase  the  ceiling  by  that 
same  amount?  As  I  understand  it  Con¬ 
gress  would  not  have  to  touch  the  ceiling 
but  merely  authorize  the  extra  $1  billion 
on  any  of  the  programs  and,  it  auto¬ 
matically  raises  the  ceiling. 

If  that  is  not  true  would  the  Senator 
point  out  what  prevents  it? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vu’ginia.  No;  we  or 
the  President  would  have  to  make  an 
offsetting  cut  in  the  controllable  items 
for  any  appropriation  increases  we  may 
make  in  controllable  items  elsewhere. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
sounds  nice;  but  what  language  in  the 
committee  amendment  says  that,  be¬ 
cause  I  cannot  find  it? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The 
language  in  the  bill,  which  specifically 
requires  a  reduction  of  $1.9  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Well, 
now,  let  me  read  it - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Let  me 
read  it  for  the  Senator - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  read 
from  the  bill: 

Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall 
be  In  amounts  sufflclent  to  Insure  reductions 
not  less  than  $1.9  billion — 
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If  we  place  a  period  right  there,  that 
would  be  all  right,  but  it  continues — 

In  expenditures  and  net  lending,  the 
amounts  recommended  In  the  April  review  ot 
the  1970  budget,  for  programs  other  than 
those  designated  in  subparagraphs  (1)  (2), 
and  (3)  of  subsection  (a) . 

I  repeat,  “other  than  those  designated 
in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3).” 
That  is  the  loophole. 

Thus,  what  appears  to  be  an  ironclad 
ceiling,  has  left  the  bam  door  open.  If 
this  interpretation  is  wrong  I  think  that 
we  would  need  a  modification  of  lan¬ 
guage  stating  that  under  no  circum¬ 
stances  could  it  go  beyond  that  ceiling 
of  $187.9  billion;  otherwise,  it  can  go  up 
to  $195  billion  under  this  formula — it 
really  can  go  anywhere.  I  read  again  this 
exception : 

Such  reservations  by  the, President  shall  be 
In  amounts  sufficient  to  insure  reductions 
of  not  less  than  $1.9  billion  in  expenditures 
and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  In  the  April  review  of  the  1970 
budget,  for  programs  other  than  those  des¬ 
ignated  In  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3) 
of  subsection  (a) . 

What  I  am  worried  and  concerned 
about  is  that  if  we  roll  back  certain  ex¬ 
penditures  by  $1.9  billion  in  the  programs 
that  are  not  included  in  those  exemp¬ 
tions,  Congress  could  increase  spending 
by  $10  billion  in  the  exempted  areas  and 
end  up  with  a  $200  billion  expenditure 
level.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Of  course. 
That  was  true  in  connection  with  the 
legislation  that  was  passed  last  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  was 
not  true. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Oh  yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  beg  the 
Senator’s  pardon.  Not  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  sponsored  last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Maybe  I 
misunderstand  the  Senator,  but  it  would 
have  the  effect  of  raising  the  overall 
ceiling. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  would, 
but  last  year  the  ceiling  could  be  raised 
only  by  affirmative  action  of  Congress. 
We  had  several  efforts  made  on  the  fioor 
to  make  exceptions  for  the  TVA  and 
various  other  agencies,  including  the 
Post  Office  Department,  but  Congress  did 
that  affirmatively.  It  was  not  automatic. 
I  realize  that  any  ceiling  we  agree  on 
today  can  be  changed  by  legislative  ac¬ 
tion  of  Congress  tomorrow.  I  think  if  we 
are  going  to  have  a  ceiling  it  should  be 
a  solid  ceiling.  The  ceiling  as  it  passed 
the  Senate  last  year  did  not  cover  the 
trust  funds  payments  because  the  trust 
fund  payments  can  only  be  changed  by 
congressional  action  as  we  raise  or  lower 
the  payments  for  social  security  or  re¬ 
tirement.  I  agree  on  that.  We  spelled  out 
that  the  veterans  benefits,  which  were 
mandatory  under  existing  law,  would  be 
exempted.  The  reason  we  did  that  was  to 
make  sure  that  veterans  and  those  on 
social  security  would  be  paid.  They  were 
not  affected  by  that  or  by  this  ceiling. 
The  only  other  exemption  made  in  the 
proposal  offered  by  the  former  Senator 
from  Florida,  Mr.  Smathers,  and  I  was 
the  interest  on  the  national  debt  as  far 
as  domestic  programs  were  concerned. 
The  cost  of  the  Vietnam  war  was  also 


exempted  since  this  is  an  uncontrollable 
item. 

Later  there  were  a  series  or  actions 
which  were  taken  by  Congress,  but  those 
later  exemptions  were  approved  over  the 
objections  of  some  of  us.  But,  neverthe¬ 
less,  if  we  have  an  ironclad  ceiling  let  us 
have  one,  then  both  Congress  and  the 
country  as  a  whole  will  know  when  we 
violate  that  ceiling. 

What  bothers  me  in  the  committee 
proposal  is  that  we  give  the  impression 
that  we  are  cutting  the  budget  by  $5  bil¬ 
lion  below  the  House  figure  when,  in 
reality,  we  are  doing  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  just  allow  me,  I  will  attempt 
to  clarify  the  matter  for  him. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
glad  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  We  do  not 
say  that  we  make  a  net  reduction  in  ex¬ 
penditures  of  $5  billion.  We  merely  take 
the  President’s  revised  estimate  of  $192.9 
billion  and  lower  that  ceiling  by  $5  bil¬ 
lion,  to  the  figure  of  $187.9  billion.  Then 
we  say  that  that  amount  of  $187.9  billion 
shall  be  increased  or  decreased  by  the 
aggregate  amounts,  and  in  simple  lan¬ 
guage,  this  means  the  aggregate  amounts 
of  increases  of  uncontrollables  in  fiscal 
year  1970  over  the  amount  for  uncontrol- 
latales  in  fiscal  year  1969.  Based  on  the 
latest  estimate,  that  figure  is  $3.1  billion. 
So  we  are  saying  that  we  are  lowering 
•the  ceiling  to  $187.9  billion,  and  we  then 
increase  that  by  $3.1  billion,  which  is  the 
amount  by  which  the  imcontrollables  in 
fiscal  year  1970  are  estimated  to  exceed 
the  amount  spent  for  uncontrollables  in 
fiscal  year  1969. 

The  figure  would  then  be  191  billion, 
which  would  constitute  a  reduction  of 
$1.9  billion  from  the  President’s  revised 
budget  request  of  $192  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Perhaps 
I  do  not  see  it,  but  in  section  401,  where 
does  it  refer  to  the  budget  of  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  as  submitted  by  the  President?  As  I 
read  the  bill  all  it  refers  to  is  the  $195.3 
billion  submitted  by  President  Johnson. 
Maybe  it  is  in  here,  but  I  do  not  see  it. 
Where  is  it? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  allow  me  to  complete  my 
sentence - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  think 
the  language  which  is  confusing  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  that  which  is  on  page  71  of  the 
bill,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Items  designated  “Open  ended  programs 
and  fixed  costs”  In  the  table  appearing  on 
page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States — 

That  language  identifies  the  items.  It 
does  not  identify  the  amounts.  I  think 
that  is  what  is  confusing  the  Senator. 

It  merely  identifies  the  unpredictable 
Item  of  Southeast  Asia  operations  and 
the  uncontrollable,  fixed  cost,  or  open- 
ended  items  such  as  social  security,  vet¬ 
erans’  pensions  and  compensation,  in¬ 
terest  on  the  national  debt,  price  sup¬ 
port,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Assum¬ 
ing  for  the  moment  that  the  senator  is 
correct,  it  still  does  not  identify  the 
amounts. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No;  I  did 


not  say  that.  I  said  it  identifies  the  items, 
but  not  the  amounts. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When 
does  it  identify  the  amounts? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  to  go  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  get  the  amount  by  which  fiscal 
1970  expenditures  for  uncontrollables  is 
estimated  to  exceed  the  expenditures  for 
uncontrollables  in  1969. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Oh,  I  see. 
This  is  subject  to  change  every  day. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  not 
at  all.  We  take  the  $3.1  billion  figure. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What¬ 
ever  the  Director  of  the  Budget  says  to¬ 
day.  Tomorrow  may  be  different. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  but 
I  got  the  figures - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Are  they 
not  subject  to  change  at  a  later  date? 
’The  Senator  may  have  the  figures,  but 
we  are  acting  on  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  just  let  me  finish  my  sen¬ 
tence — 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Of  course. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Of  course, 
the  figures  for  fiscal  year  1969  cannot  be 
absolutely  definite  at  this  point,  because 
fiscal  year  1969  has  not  yet  run  its  course; 
but  the  very  best  up-to-date  estimates 
that  can  be  gotten  indicate  that  the 
amount  by  which  the  uncontrollables 
will  exceed  in  1970  the  amount  spent  in 
fiscal  year  1969  is  $3.1  billion.  That, 
added  to  $187.9  billion,  comes  to  $191  bil¬ 
lion,  which  is  $1.9  billion  under  the  $192.9 
billion  in  the  President’s  revised  esti¬ 
mates. 

To  tie  that  figure  down  and  make  sure 
that  the  Congress  and/or  the  adminis¬ 
tration  are  obligated  to  make  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  controllable  expenditures  in  1970 
by  that  much  at  least,  we  put  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  to  the  effect  that  “Such 
reservations  by  the  President  shall  be  in 
amounts  sufficient  to  insure  reductions  of 
not  less  than  $1,900,000,000.’’ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  admit,  will  he  not,  that  under 
any  interpretation  his  answer  is  confus¬ 
ing?  First,  the  bill  refers  to  the  budget 
on  page  16,  then  the  Senator  refers  to 
the  budget  submitted  by  President  Nixon 
in  April,  now  we  are  told  it  is  the  budget 
figures  given  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  last  week.  What  will  it  be  to¬ 
morrow?  The  fact  is  there  are  still  these 
exemptions  for  the  open-ended  programs 
imder  which  it  is  possible  that,  no  matter 
what  is  provided  in  the  bill,  the  expend¬ 
itures  for  fiscal  1970  could  go  over  $200 
billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Of  course, 
we  do  not  foresee,  nor  can  we  foresee, 
w'hat  the  expenditm’es  are  going  to  be  for 
the  uncontrollable  items,  but  we  do  say 
we  are  going  to  have  to  make  a  $1.9  bil¬ 
lion  reduction  in  the  controllables. ' 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  the 
point  I  am  making  is  this.  The  Senator  is 
talking  about  imcontrollable  items;  for 
example.  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
payments  and  farm  price  supports.  Why 
are  they  uncontrollable?  We  have  in 
committee  a  proposal,  which  I  strongly 
support  and  which  was  cleared  in  the 
House,  which  limited  agricultural  pay¬ 
ments  to  $20,000.  Several  hundred  mil- 
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lions  of  dollars  in  savings  are  involved  in 
that  item.  Congress  can  control  this  pro¬ 
gram,  so  that  is  a  controllable  item. 

Conceivably,  Congress  can  pass  laws 
liberalizing  support  payments,  but  it  is  a 
controllable  item.  Congress  can  con¬ 
trol  it. 

I  will  grant  the  Senator  that  interest 
on  the  national  debt  is  not  controllable 
in  the  Congress.  We  can  pass  all  the  debt 
ceilings  we  want  to,  but  we  have  to  pay 
the  going  price  on  the  marketplace.  To 
me,  interest  charges  is  an  uncontrollable 
item. 

Social  security  payments  are  paid 
under  a  trust  fund,  so  it  is  an  item  that 
can  be  controlled  by  Congress.  I  regret 
that  we  are  trying  to  count  it  as  if  it 
were  nontnal  revenue,  though,  for  the 
purpose  of  claiming  a  balanced  budget. 

Proceeding  fm’ther.  Congress  author¬ 
izes  expenditures  for  the  legislative  and 
judicial  branches  of  the  Government. 
Certainly  they  are  all  controllable  items, 
and  yet  they  are  listed  as  uncontrollable 
by  the  committee  bill. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  For  example,  an 
increase  in  postage  rates  has  been  re¬ 
quested  effective  July  1  which  would 
bring  in  $519  million  next  year.  I  have 
been  told  that  to  the  extent  that  Con¬ 
gress  does  not  act,  that,  too,  will  increase 
by  $500  million  the  figure  which  the 
committee  has  in  its  version  of  a  ceiling. 
That  ceiling  is  automatically  increased 
by  inaction  of  Congress  to  enact  the 
postage  increases  asked  for.  I  think  the 
Senator  will  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  mentioned  several  matters.  We 
may  be  dealing  in  semantics.  We  have 
used  the  word  “uncontrollable.”  I  have 
used  the  word  “uncontrollable”  to  in¬ 
clude  items  that  may  be  controllable  but 
are  unpredictable.  For  example,  ex¬ 
penditures  for  Southeast  Asia  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $25.2  billion.  They  are  not 
exactly  uncontrollable,  but  they  are  im- 
predictable,  and  they  have  been  ex¬ 
empted  as  imcontrollable  under  this  bill. 
We  may  be  talking  about  open-ended 
items,  such  as  public  assistance  grants. 
We  may  be  talking  about  fixed  costs 
such  as  interest  on  the  national  debt. 
We  may  be  talking  about  impredictable 
items  such  as  Southeast  Asia  expendi¬ 
tures.  But  they  have  all  been  placed  in 
the  “exempt”  category. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
price  support  programs  come  under  the 
exempt  provision,  and  they  can  be  con¬ 
trolled  in  the  future  if  Congress  wants 
to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They  are 
controllable  items.  Likewise,  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  legislative  branch  are  con¬ 
trollable.  Why  are  they  exempted? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  is  true 
that  that  is  controllable  by  the  legislative 
branch,  but  the  Senator  does  not  con¬ 
tend,  does  he,  that  if  the  President  were 
forced  to  make  a  reduction  of  $1.9  billion, 
or  any  portion  of  it,  he  would  attempt  to 
make  the  reduction  in  the  legislative 
branch? 

That  is  why  we  have  exempted  the 
legislative  item  here. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  might 
have  been  a  good  thing  if  he  had. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Well,  It 
might  or  might  not  have  been  a  good 
thing,  but  he  is  not  going  to,  and  the 
Senator  knows  that.  That  is  why  we  have 
exempted  that  item. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Why  the 
judiciai-y? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
think  the  President  would  want  to  cut 
the  judiciai-y .  Does  the  Senator  believe 
he  would? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Frankly, 
I  am  beginning  to  wonder  if  Congress  is 
going  to  cut  anything.  That  is  what  is 
bothering  me. 

I  am  one  who  feels  we  have  got  to  make 
these  reductions.  I  feel  very  strongly 
that  we  have  also  got  to  extend  the  sur¬ 
charge.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we 
are  going  to  extend  the  surcharge  only 
to  pour  an  additional  $8  to  $10  billion 
into  the  Treasury  with  no  control  over 
its  spending,  where  it  can  roll  right  on 
out  in  increased  spending,  I  think  we 
have  not  only  not  accomplished  any¬ 
thing  but  have  defeated  our  purpose. 
Tliat  is  the  reason  why  I  want  a  bona 
fide,  realistic  control  over  spending  if  we 
are  going  to  enact  one.  Let  us  not  fool 
the  taxpayers  on  a  meaningless  state¬ 
ment. 

I  realize  that,  just  as  it  happened  last 
year,  no  matter  how  tight  we  may  make 
the  expenditure  controls.  Congress  can 
by  subsequent  action  release  those  con¬ 
trols.  I  recognize  that,  and  perhaps  that 
is  what  would  be  done  again.  It  was  done 
in  several  instances  last  year,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows. 

But  at  least  every  time  Congress  raised 
that  ceiling  last  year,  or  released  those 
controls  on  some  agency,  every  Member 
of  Congress  knew  about  it.  Our  constit¬ 
uents  back  home  knew  about  it.  It  was 
all  open  and  aboveboard,  because  Con¬ 
gress  had  to  take  affirmative  action  to 
raise  the  ceiling. 

As  I  understand  the  situation  here,  we 
can  go  back  home  and  boast  of  the  fact 
that  in  the  Senate  we  have  cut  expendi¬ 
tures  by  $5  billion  more  than  the  House 
cut,  but  in  reality  it  is  not  a  reduction 
at  all. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No.  By 
$1.9  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Well, 
why  talk  of  $187.9  billion  being  $5  bil¬ 
lion  less  than  the  House  figure? 

We  cannot  even  be  assured  we  will 
have  cut  $1.9  billion  in  total  expendi¬ 
tures,  because  the  bill  has  opened  up  so 
many  loopholes.  We  exempted  last  year 
the  interest  on  the  national  debt,  as 
Congress  cannot  control  it;  by  the  same 
token,  neither  the  President  nor  the 
Treasury  Department  could  increase  such 
expenditures  because  interest  on  money 
is  a  fixed  charge  in  the  money  market. 
It  is  much  different  from  taking  a  grant 
program  or  a  program  like  the  agricul¬ 
tural  program.  These  can  be  controlled. 
I  think  we  have  entirely  too  many  ex¬ 
emptions  here  if  we  want  to  have  real¬ 
istic  control. 

As  far  as  I  am  conoernej^  I  would 
I'ather  fix  the  figure,  whatever  it  is,  be 
it  $190  billion  or  $187  billion.  I  certainly 
could  support  that  on  the  basis  that  if 
we  cannot  get  $187  billion  we  will  get 
$190  billion.. 

But  whatever  figure  we  take,  let  us 
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take  a  figure  in  good  faith,  with  an  iron¬ 
clad  ceiling,  so  that  it  can  be  exceeded 
only  by  affinnative  action  and  rollcall 
votes  right  here  in  Congress. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  been 
on  his  feet  for  quite  some  time.  I  yield 
to  him  first. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gravel  in  the  chair) .  The  junior  Senator 
from  Kentucky  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COOK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator,  as  to  incorporating  in  the  bill 
the  ceiling  of  $187.9  billion,  does  he  not 
think  it  is  rather  odd  to  first  put  on  a 
ceiling,  and  then,  on  pages  71  and  72, 
of  that  $187.9  billion? 
exempt  as  imcontrollable  $124.2  billion 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  How  does 
the  Senator  arrive  at  his  figure  of  $124 
billion? 

Mr.  COOK.  The  committee  exempts 
everything  on  page  16  of  the  original 
bill,  whatever  that  would  be. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Exempts 
those  items,  but  not  the  amounts. 

Mr.  COOK.  If  we  exempt  those  items 
as  being  uncontrollable  items,  and  those 
items  on  page  16  amount  to  $108.9  bil¬ 
lion? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  referring  to  a  budget  which  was 
printed  in  January. 

Mr.  COOK.  These  are  the  amounts 
the  bill  refers  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  the 
items  are  referred  to,  by  way  of  identi¬ 
fication,  but  not  the  amounts. 

Mr.  COOK.  Well,  then,  let  us  put  the 
amounts  back  to  what  they  were  in  fiscal 
1969,  $90.2  billion,  and,  in  the  case  of 
the  Southeast  Asia  situation,  $28.8  bil¬ 
lion;  so,  in  that  case,  the  uncontrollable 
total  would  be,  not  $124.2  billion,  but 
about  $115  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No ;  if  the 
Senator  will  use  his  pencil,  I  will  give 
him  the  amounts. 

Mr.  COOK.  All  right.  But  what  in  fact 
we  are  saying,  by  writing  this  bill  and 
putting  in  a  limitation,  is  that  we  can 
control  $63.7  billion  of  this  $187.9  billion, 
but  that  we  cannot  control  the  increase 
or  decrease  of  $124.2  billion,  or  what¬ 
ever  figure  the  Senator  wishes  to  sug¬ 
gest;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vii’ginia.  We  can¬ 
not  control  them  unless  we  do  as  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  says.  Of  course, 
we  can  control  some  of  these  items,  but 
they  are  considered  unpredictable  or 
open-ended. 

Last  year  we  started  out  with  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  of  exemptions,  which  were 
added  to  as  the  session  proceeded.  In 
this  instance,  we  are  starting  out  at  the 
beginning  with  exemptions,  and  we  are 
specifically  listing  them,  so  that  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  President  will  both  know 
the  exact  amount  by  which  the  control¬ 
lable  items  are  to  be  reduced,  and  what 
items  can  be  so  reduced. 

Mr.  COOK.  But  did  the  Senator  not 
reply  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that 
if  the  figure  in  the  uncontrollables  were 
to  go  up  as  much  as  5  percent,  we  would 
have  to  seek  a  reduction  in  controllables? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  I  did 
not. 
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Mr.  COOK.  I  thought  that  was  exactly 
what  the  Senator  said. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  did  not. 

Mr.  COOK.  He  said  we  would  have  to 
reduce  the  controllables. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  said  if 
Congress  increased  the  controllables  in 
one  area,  it  would  have  to  make  offset¬ 
ting  deductions  in  the  controllables  in 
another.  If  I  used  the  word  "uncontrolla¬ 
ble,”  I  did  not  intend  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  think 
the  question  I  asked  was,  would  it  not  be 
conceivable  for  Congress  to  reduce  the 
so-called  controllable  items  by  the  $1.9 
billion  and  at  the  same  time  increase  the 
open-end  items,  the  ones  referred  to  as 
uncontrollable,  by  $10.9  billion  if  he 
wanted  to,  and  have  an  additional  $9  bil¬ 
lion  spending  overall? 

Mr.  COOK.  That  is  correct.  I  should 
also  like  to  know  from  the  Senator — I 
assume  some  of  the  gentlemen  up  here  in 
the  Press  Gallery  will  be  writing  in  news¬ 
papers  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  shall  effect  reductions  of  not  less 
than  $1.9  billion,  and  there  may  be  peo¬ 
ple  all  over  the  country  who  will  read 
that  he  has  got  to  effect  a  reduction  of 
$1.9  billion,  except  that  he  cannot  work 
in  the  category  that  constitutes,  in  the 
language  of  this  bill,  an  imcontrollable 
account,  and  the  total  of  such  accounts 
could  reach  as  much  as  $124.2  billion  out 
of  $187.9  billion.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Of  course. 
And  that  was  correct  last  year. 

Mr.  COOK.  And  that  the  only  reduc¬ 
tion  he  could  make,  if  he  can  make  one, 
is  within  the  controllables,  and  if  the 
uncontrollables  get  out  of  hand,  there 
would  be  no  reduction  at  all? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  able 
Senator  is  correct.  That  should  be  under¬ 
stood  by  anyone  and  everyone. 

Mr.  COOK.  All  right. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield 
now  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  last  year  due  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr. 
Williams)  and  the  former  Senator  from 
Florida,  Mr.  Smathers,  there  was  a 
limitation  of  $6  billion  fixed  by  Congress 
as  a  minimum  reduction  of  expenditures. 

I  think  what  happened  was  that  that 
$6  billion  reduction  in  expenditures  was 
maintained  in  the  controllable  expendi¬ 
tures,  but  there  were  uncontrollable  ex¬ 
penditures  which  increased  by  about  $3.8 
billion,  and  as  a  result,  we  had  a  net  de¬ 
crease  of  about  $2  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  the 
increase  of  $6.2  billion  in  uncontrollables 
just  about  washed  out  the  decrease  of 
$6.7  billion  in  the  controllables. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Well,  there  was  some 
surplus  claimed;  as  I  recall,  about  $2.1 
billion. 

My  question  is  this :  As  I  have  listened 
to  the  discussion  of  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  and  my  colleague,  I  have  wondered, 
is  it  intended  that  there  be  an  ironclad 
reduction  in  expenditures  of  at  least  $1.9 
billion  below  the  amount  recommended 


to  Congress  in  the  views  of  President 
Nixon? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vir^nla.  Let  me 
answer  the  Senator’s  question  this  way: 
The  President’s  revised  budget  estimates 
amount  to  $192.9  billion. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Of  which, 
$106.7  billion  is  in  the  imcontrollable 
category.  That  leaves  $86.2  billion  in  the 
controllable  category. 

We  are  simply  saying  here  that  the 
controllable  $86.2  billion  will  have  to  be 
cut  by  $1.9  billion,  bringing  the  controll¬ 
able  figure  to  $84.3  billion.  It  is  that 
simple. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand.  However,  as  far  as  the  controllable 
items,  the  Senator  is  insisting  on  an  iron¬ 
clad  cut  of  $1.9  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  As  far  as  the  uncon¬ 
trollable  items,  it  could  wipe  that  out  by 
$2  billion,  $5  billion,  or  $10  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  As  was 
the  case  in  the  fiscal  year  1969  situation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  There  is  no  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  require  this  action. 
Assuming  that  the  noncontrollable  items 
were  increased  by  $5  billion  or  $10  bil¬ 
lion,  there  is  no  provision  here  that 
would  require  the  President  or  Congress 
to  reduce  the  controllable  items  by  an 
amoimt  sufficient  to  match  the  increased 
expenditures  on  uncontrollable  items. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  whole  argument  basically  gets 
down  to  the  fact  that  last  year  the  bill 
passed  Congress  and  carried  an  exemp¬ 
tion  only  as  to  interest  on  the  national 
debt,  which  was  really  a  fluctuating 
item. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Just  a 
moment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  All  right. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Then  it 
spelled  out  that  the  trust  fund  payments, 
the  social  security  payments,  were  not 
affected  because  the  only  way  they  could 
be  changed  up  or  down  would  be  by 
congressional  action  raising  or  lowering 
the  monthly  payments.  That  is  recog¬ 
nized.  They  were  not  affected. 

The  same  thing  is  true  on  veterans’ 
benefits  mandatory  under  the  law.  We 
know  they  are  obligations.  We  spell  out 
exemptions  for  these. 

However,  beyond  the  trust  funds  and 
the  veterans’  payments  and  the  interest, 
that  was  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would  the 
Senator  indulge  a  correction  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  ’The  un¬ 
predictable  expenditures  for  Southeast 
Asia  were  also  exempted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  was  re¬ 
ferring  to  domestic  programs.  Naturally, 
we  cannot  estimate  any  cost  due  to  an 
acceleration  of  the  war.  However,  I  was 
speaking  of  the  domestic  programs  first. 
However,  those  were  items  that  we  ex¬ 
empted  in  the  original  proposal  that  was 
-sponsored  by  former  Senator  Smathers 
of  Florida  and  me.  I  grant  the  Senator 


that  quite  a  few  exemptions  were  ap¬ 
proved  later,  although  Congress  did  not 
make  as  many  exemptions  as  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  pending  bill. 

In  all  fairness,  however,  the  TVA, 
which  is  not  in  the  committee  proposal, 
was  exempted  last  year  by  the  action  of 
Congress.  There  may  have  been  others. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  new. 
This  bill  has  far  more  exemptions  now 
than  Congress  approved  last  year.  This 
bill  exempts  the  public  assistance  grants, 
including' medicaid,  farm  price  supports, 
and  any  prospective  or  future  salary 
increases. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Will  the 
Senator  indulge  an  interruption  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Surely. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Last  year, 
public  assistance  grants  were  included 
up  to  $560  million  over  the  budget  es¬ 
timate,  and  also  farm  price  supports 
under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  were  exempted  up  to  $907  million 
over  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
were  not  exempted  in  the  bill  which  we 
introduced  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  They  were 
added. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  grant 
the  Senator  that  they  were  added  later 
but  over  my  objection.  However,  when 
they  were  later  exempted  it  required 
affirmative  action,  debate,  and  a  vote  by 
Congress.  That  is  what  I  would  like  to 
have  done  here  with  respect  to  what¬ 
ever  expenditure  controls  we  enact  now. 
I  would  like  to  have  us  at  least  firm  the 
matter  up,  and  then  if  Congress  wants 
to  stand  by  its  decision  it  will  have  a 
chance  to  resist  any  later  effort  to  amend 
the  ceiling. 

However,  as  I  interpret  the  matter,  if 
we  pass  the  pending  bill  this  will  be  the 
last  chance  we  will  have  to  look  at  it. 
Everything  is  automatic  even  on  some 
of  the  items  which  are  controllable. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
one  of  the  advantages  of  the  committee 
version. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  There  is  no  question  that 
from  the  standpoint  of  those  who  want 
no  limit  on  spending  this  bill  has  a  tre¬ 
mendous  advantage. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vii’ginia.  No,  from 
the  standpoint  of  those  who  want  to 
know  where  we  are  and  what  action  will 
be  called  for  as  a  result,  it  is  an  advan¬ 
tage  to  Members  of  the  Congress  and 
the  administration. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  an 
advantage  to  those  who  want  to  increase 
spending.  They  would  have  the  exemp¬ 
tion  already. 

I  think  we  would  be  making  a  terrible 
mistake  if  w'e  were  to  approve  the  com¬ 
mittee  version.  I  will  not  say  it  is  not 
worth  the  paper  it  is  written  on;  how¬ 
ever,  as  far  as  effective  control  on  spend¬ 
ing,  in  my  opinion  it  is  worthless.  I 
would  rather  have  no  ceiling  than  for 
Congress  to  appi'ove  this  farce. 

Then  the  Senator  could  accept  an 
amendment  so  as  to  tighten  this  down  to 
the  same  'restrictions  we  had  last  year 
when  the  bUl  was  introduced  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  the  Senate  will  accept  that  I 
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will  go  along  with  changing  the  figiu’e 
from  $187.9  billion  to  $190  billion;  that 
is,  with  the  exemptions  the  same  as  in¬ 
troduced  last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  begins  with  the 
item  of  unpredictable  costs  of  Southeast 
Asia.  That  was  in  the  Senator’s  bill  last 
year.  It  is  in  the  bill  this  year. 

The  next  item  is  interest  on  the  na¬ 
tional  debt.  That  was  in  the  Senator’s 
bill  last  year,  and  it  is  in  the  bill  this 
year. 

’The  next  item  is  social  security,  in¬ 
cluding  medicare.  That  item  was  in  the 
Senator’s  bill  last  year,  and  it  is  in  the 
pending  bill. 

The  next  item  is  veterans’  pensions, 
medical  care,  and  so  forth.  That  item 
was  in  the  Senator’s  bill  last  year,  and  it 
is  in  the  pending  bill. 

The  next  item  is  farm  price  supports. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  was 
not  in  my  bill  last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Let  me 
finish,  please.  The  next  item  is  farm 
price  supports.  That  is  in  the  pending 
bill,  and  it  was  in  the  Senator’s  bill  after 
Congress  had  finished  work  on  it,  up  to 
a  point  of  $907  million  over  the  budget 
estimate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delawai'e.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  talks  about  what  Congress  did  be¬ 
fore  it  got  through.  I  will  be  honest  with 
the  Senator.  There  was  not  much  left  of 
the  $6  billion  cut  when  Congress  got 
through:  however,  we  made  an  effort.  I 
am  speaking  of  the  bill  when  it  went 
through  the  Senate  and  not  of  the  ex¬ 
emptions  that  were  approved  later. 

In  my  opinion.  Congress  made  a  big 
mistake  when  it  made  the  later  exemp¬ 
tions  last  year.  The  best  evidence  of 
that  can  be  seen  when  one  looks  at  the 
inflationary  spiral  which  constitutes  a 
serious  danger  in  our  country  today. 

I  think  if  we  are  going  to  have  an 
expenditure  ceiUng  we  should  have  one 
that  means  something.  I  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  accept  the  same  exemptions  we 
had  last  year  when  we  considered  my 
original  bill.  I  would  even  accept  a  figure 
of  $190  billion  if  we  can  write  that  in 
and  make  it  mandatory,  with  no  loop¬ 
holes  or  exemptions  unless  Congress  and 
the  Executive,  working  together,  later 
change  the  figure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  that  if  Congress  made  a  mis¬ 
take  last  year  in  exempting  items,  it  will 
make  the  same  mistake  this  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Why 
should  we  double  it? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
know.  The  Senator  can  answer  that 
question.  However,  he  will  agree  that 
Congress  will  make  the  same  exemptions 
this  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will  not 
agree  with  that,  I  hope  that  Congress 
realizes  the  dangerous  results  of  its 
actions  of  last  year.  When  we  figure  that 
today  money  is  around  8  percent,  and  I 
notice  in  the  paper  today  that  they  are 
predicting  a  triple  A  bond  being  released 
today  or  tomorrow  with  an  8-percent 
coupon  rate  and  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  paying  around  7-percent 
interest.  Certainly  Congress  is  more  alert 
to  the  dangers  today;  if  not,  then  we  had 
better  get  another  Congress. 


I  do  not  think  our  Government  can 
continue  to  neglect  this  inflationary 
spiral.  I  think  we  can  do  something,  and 
I  do  not  think  that  raising  taxes  is 
enough.  We  must  cut  spending. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  agree. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Then  let 
us  put  an  effective  ceiling  on  expendi¬ 
tures. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  agree. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
much  easier  to  operate  with  a  pocketful 
of  money  and  no  control  over  spending. 
It  is  much  easier  as  an  individual  to  go 
downtown  with  a  pocketful  of  money. 
However,  our  Government  has  reached 
the  point  where  it  does  not  have  the 
money  to  pay  our  bills  without  borrow¬ 
ing. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  will  go  along 
with  eliminating  from  the  excepted  list 
the  open-end  items  on  page  16. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  We  had 
more  than  three  items  last  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  ’The 
Southeast  Asia  items  on  page  27. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Let  me 
ask  the  Senator  this:  Would  the  Senator 
like  to  remove  from  the  exemptions  the 
item  of  $25.2  billion  for  expenditures  for 
Southeast  Asia? 

Mr.  WILIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
think  we  have  any  choice;  and  that  was 
exempted  las:  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would 
the  Senator  like  to  remove  that  item 
from  the  exemptions? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No.  It 
was  in  last  year  when  we  introduced  the 
bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would 
the  Senator  Uke  to  remove  from  the  ex¬ 
emptions  the  $42.1  billion  for  social  se¬ 
curity  and  medicare? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
said  that  I  will  take  the  bill  we  had  last 
year  if  the  Senator  will  support  it,  and  I 
will  offer  it  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would  the 
Senator  like  to  remove  from  the  exemp¬ 
tions  the  $16.4  billion  for  interest  rates 
on  the  national  debt? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
listed  as  $16  billion  on  page  16  of  the 
budget. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  is  $16.4 
billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  was 
in  the  exemptions  last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  So  the 
Senator  would  like  to  remove  it? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No.  What 
is  this,  shadow  boxing? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would  the 
Senator  like  to  remove  from  the  exemp¬ 
tions  the  $6.1  billion  for  veterans’  pen¬ 
sions,  veterans’  compensation,  and  med¬ 
ical  care? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
already  said  that  that  was  in  the  bill 
last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Would  the 
Senator  like  to  remove  from  the  exemp¬ 
tions  the  $7.2  billion  for  public  assist¬ 
ance  grants,  including  medicaid? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  was 
not  in  our  bill,  and  they  are  controllable 
items. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  would  like  to  exempt  that? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No.  They 
can  be  controlled. 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Then,  I 
suggest  that  the  Senator  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment,  and  let  us  have  a  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Do  not 
worry,  an  amendment  will  be  offered  if 
that  is  what  the  Senator  wants. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
want  it.  ’That  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  wants. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Why 
should  we  have  an  exemption  for  the 
postal  operations?  Why  should  we  ex¬ 
empt  Congress  from  some  controls  when 
we  are  asking  other  agencies  to  accept 
controls?  Why  should  we  ask  all  these 
executive  departments  to  control  spend¬ 
ing  but  say  that  Congress  is  not  going 
to  be  controlled?  I  would  not  exempt  the 
judiciary.  Tlien  there  is  the  item  of  $1.5 
billion  classified  as  “other.” 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  it  is 
$2.1  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has 
jumped  $500  million  in  the  last  3  months. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  has 
jumped  $0.6  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Perhaps 
it  has  jumped  another  hundred  million 
dollars  since  we  began  debating. 

I  would  strike  out,  that  exemption.  I 
just  do  not  understand  what  it  is.  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quonun,  and  then 
we  will  start  on  the  amendments. 

I  will  withhold  that.  Does  the  Senator 
wish  to  speak  first? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do,  yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  with¬ 
hold  that,  temporarily. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  committee  has  attempted  to 
substitute  an  approach — which  we  think 
is  workable,  which  will  give  the  President 
of  the  United  States  some  flexibility,  and 
which  will  require  a  reduction  of  $1.9 
billion  in  the  controllable  expenses — for 
an  approach  which  was  suggested  by  the 
House  and  which  is  considered  by  the 
committee  to  be  imworkable,  overly  re¬ 
strictive,  and  uncertain  and  indefinite  in 
its  results. 

The  provision  enacted  by  the  House 
would  utilize  the  President’s  revised 
budget  estimate  of  $192.9  billion  as  a 
ceiling,  a  ceiling  which  could  be  increased 
or  decreased  only  by  action  or  inaction 
of  Congress.  The  President  could  do 
nothing  to  raise  or  lower  that  ceiling. 

An  example  of  action  by  Congress 
would  be  in  the  case  of  increasing  the 
appropriation,  let  us  say,  for  flood-con¬ 
trol  projects  by  $100  million  over  the 
budget  estimate.  That  would  automati¬ 
cally  raise  the  ceiling  from  $192.9  billion 
to  $193  billion. 

An  example  of  inaction  by  Congress 
which  would  have  an  impact  upon  that 
ceiling  would  be  if  Congress  fails  to  enact 
legislation  making  the  postal  increases 
requested  by  the  President.  If  Congress 
refuses  to  enact  those  postal  increases, 
there  would  be  an  automatic  increase  in 
the  ceiling  of  $192.9  billion  by  $621  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  an  example  of  inaction  by 
the  Congress  and  its  impact  on  the 
ceiling. 

Congress  would  not  determine  the  ex¬ 
penditure  impact  of  its  increases  or  de¬ 
creases  in  appropriations.  This  would 
have  to  be  done,  under  the  House  provi¬ 
sion,  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which 
every  month  for  the  remainder  of  this 
calendar  year  would  have  to  report  to 
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Congress  the  impact  of  its  appropriations 
on  expenditures.  Then,  during  the  last 
half  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  impact  would 
be  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
once  every  quarter.  But  the  provision 
that  has  been  enacted  by  the  House 
makes  no  exemptions  whatsoever,  no  ex¬ 
ceptions  for  increases  in  uncontrollable 
items,  and  it  would  require  the  President 
to  make  corresponding  decreases  in  con¬ 
trollable  items  for  any  unanticipated  in¬ 
creases  in  the  uncontrollable  items.  It 
simply  states  a  ceiling,  makes  no  ex¬ 
emptions,  and  says  this  is  it. 

For  example,  if  the  war  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam  were  to  heat  up,  let  us  say,  next 
March,  and  the  President  had  to  request 
from  Congress  $2  billion  in  additional 
moneys  for  Southeast  Asia,  this  would 
be  a  request  by  the  President;  it  would 
not  be  action  by  Congress.  If  Congress 
allowed  the  $2  billion,  this  would  not  have 
any  effect  on  the  ceiling,  because  the 
President  would  have  requested  it,  and 
the  ceiling  can  be  adjusted  only  by  con¬ 
gressional  action  or  inaction.  So  the  ceil¬ 
ing  would  remain  the  same,  at  $192.9 
billion,  even  though  the  President  re¬ 
quested  from  Congress  a  $2  billion  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation  for  Southeast  Asia. 
Now,  if  $1  billion  of  that  $2  billion  were 
to  be  expended  in  fiscal  year  1970,  this 
would  mean  the  President  would  have  to 
make  a  corresponding  decrease  of  $1 
billion  in  controllable  items  as  late  as 
next  April  or  May  under  the  example  I 
have  cited. 

The  committee  felt  that  this  is  too  re¬ 
strictive.  It  would  strait] acket  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  it  really  seems  unworkable.  So 
the  committee  sought  to  come  to  the 
floor  with  a  provision  that  would  require 
a  reduction  in  expenditures  but  which 
would  take  into  account  and  exempt  the 
unpredictable  item  of  Southeast  Asia, 
fixed  items  such  as  the  interest  rate,  and 
open  ended  items  such  as  public  assist¬ 
ance,  and  so  forth.  It  has,  therefore,  ex¬ 
empted  those  so-called  uncontrollables, 
but  it  does  require  the  President  or  Con¬ 
gress  to  make  a  reduction  in  the  con¬ 
trollable  items  in  an  amount  not  less 
than  $1.9  billion.  So  this  assures  a  cut 
of  at  least  $1.9  billion.  If  Congress  makes 
the  cut,  then  the  President  does  not  have 
to  make  a  reduction.  But  $1.9  billion  is 
a  pretty  sizable  cut  in  expenditures. 

In  1968,  Congress  made  appropriations 
cuts  amounting  to  $5,567  million,  where¬ 
as  the  expenditure  impact  from  those 
cuts  was  only  $1,907  million.  In  1969, 
Congress  made  appropiiations  cuts 
amounting  to  $13,188  million.  Yet  the 
total  expenditure  impact  was  only  $3,803 
million.  So  the  expenditure  impact  was 
approximately  only  one-third,  or  less 
than  one-third,  of  the  total  appropria¬ 
tions  cuts  made  by  Congress. 

So  when  we  require  an  expenditure  cut 
of  $1.9  billion,  we  are  really  talking 
about  a  $5.5  billion  to  a  $6.5  billion  cut  in 
appropriations.  And  that  isn’t  chicken- 
feed  in  anybody’s  language.  The  $1.9 
billion  cut,  when  added  to  the  $4  billion 
reduction  that  the  President  has  already 
made  in  the  Johnson  budget,  makes  a 
total  reduction  from  the  Johnson  budget 
of  approximately  $5.9  billion,  which  Is 
about  the  size  of  the  $6  billion  cut  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Congress  last  year. 


So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  go  along  with  the  committee 
version,  because  it  does  insure  a  cut  in 
Federal  expenditures;  it  does  exempt 
those  areas  of  the  budget  over  which  the 
President  and  Congress  have  virtually 
no  control.  At  the  same  time,  it  puts  the 
President  on  notice  now  as  to  the  mini¬ 
mum  reduction  to  be  made. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
has  a  statement  he  wishes  to  make  on 
another  matter,  and  we  can  resume  our 
debate  later. 

However,  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
that  I  will  propose  amendments.  I  want 
to  make  sure  that  any  ceiling  enacted 
will  be  effective. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  bill 
clearly  states  that  there  must  be  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $1.9  billion  in  these  control¬ 
lable  items  and  that  is  as  plain  as  one 
can  make  it.  If  that  language  becomes 
the  law  we  wUl  have  to  abide  by  it. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  the  inclusion  of  $18,736,000  in  this 
bill  for  the  District  of  Columbia  subway 
system  represents  a  real  breakthrough. 
In  my  years  in  the  other  body,  as  well  as 
here,  I  have  been  fighting  this  battle, 
and  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
because  I  think  this  item  is  an  example 
of  the  constructive  leadership  that  the 
Senator  has  exercised.  I  wish  to  thank 
him  for  it. 

Approval  of  these  funds  wUl  permit 
the  Metropolitan  Washington  Transit 
Authority  to  start  construction  of  the 
subway  system,  a  system  which  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  to  meeting  the  trans¬ 
portation  needs  of  this  rapidly-growing 
area. 

In  line  with  the  colloquy  which  has 
taken  place  between  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  longer  postponements  could 
greatly  increase  overall  construction 
costs,  which  are  now  increasing  as  much 
as  $250,000  per  day.  More  seriously. 

I  am  delighted  that  these  funds  have 
been  included  in  this  bill,  because  fur¬ 
ther  delay  could  have  disastrous  results. 
First,  longer  postponements  could 
greatly  increase  overall  construction 
costs,  which  are  now  increasing  as  much 
as  $250,000  per  day.  More  seriously, 
longer  delay  could  jeopardize  the  com¬ 
plicated  and  somewhat  delicate  structure 
of  regional  accords  and  financial  com¬ 
mitments  which  have  been  so  laboriously 
shaped  by  all  the  governments  in  the 
metropolitan  area. 

It  is  only  realistic,  however,  to  add  a 
cautionary  note.  However  much  we  may 
regret  it,  the  fact  is  that  the  metro  sys¬ 
tem  cannot  be  considered  or  constructed 
without  some  regard  for  the  progress  of 
the  area’s  freeway  system.  To  be  blunt, 
the  subway  has  to  date  been  held  hostage 
for  the  freeway  system,  particularly  for 
the  Three  Sisters  Bridge.  Therefore,  the 


freeway  controversy — incredibly  tangled 
as  it  is — simply  must  be  resolved  in  order 
to  assure,  first,  that  subway  construc¬ 
tion  will  continue  on  schedule,  and  sec¬ 
ond,  that  rational  transportation  plan¬ 
ning  for  the  entire  metropolitan  region 
can  be  advanced. 

I  was  very  pleased  to  see  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Transportation  has  taken  a  per¬ 
sonal  interest  in  the  problem  and  has 
indicated  that  he  intends  to  press  for  a 
reasonable  solution. 

It  would  be  most  encom-aging  and 
timely  to  have  the  same  types  of  assur¬ 
ances  now  from  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  government,  including  both  the 
Mayor  and  the  city  council.  I  hope  both 
Mayor  Washington  and  Chairman  Hahn 
will  give  us  that  kind  of  assurance. 

What  we  need  now  from  all  parties, 
and  I  emphasize  “all  parties,’’  is  not 
stubbormiess,  but  statesmanship.  A  prob¬ 
lem  of  this  magnitude  and  intricacy  can 
be  resolved  only  by  the  penstently  exer¬ 
cising  of  the  art  of  compromise.  I  think 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  given  us -an  example  of  that. 

To  assure  that  the  $18.7  million  will 
actually  be  approved,  I  would  urge  all 
parties  concerned  to  reconsider  their  in¬ 
dividual  positions,  weigh  carefully  the 
possible  price  of  further  deadlock,  and 
actively  seek  the  areas  of  agreement  on 
which  a  sensible  transportation  policy 
could  be  based. 

If  they  have  any  doubt  about  the  ur¬ 
gency  of  it  they  do  not  have  to  look  at 
statistics;  they  merely  have  to  try  to  get 
downtown  in  the  early  morning. 

I  trust  that  this  course  of  seeking  com¬ 
promise  will  be  productive.  If  necessary, 
I  intend  to  make  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  myself  during  the  coming  weeks. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Dole 
in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  not 
call  up  my  amendment  with  relation  to 
summer  jobs  for  youth  for  a  little  while. 
However,  I  wish  to  comment  on  another 
matter  regarding  this  bill. 

I  am  particularly  heartened  to  note 
that  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  seen  fit  to  restore  the  $16  million  cut 
earlier  this  year  from  the  educational 
opportunity  grant  program  authorized 
by  title  IV-A  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act. 

Under  this  program  grants  of  from 
$200  to  $1,000  are  awarded  to  qualified 
students  of  exceptional  financial  need 
who,  without  this  assistance  would  be 
unable  to  attend  college.  The  amount 
awarded  must  be  matched  by  funds  from 
other  sources  such  as  institutional  aid, 
student  loans,  and  earnings  from  work- 
study  employment. 

I  hope  that  our  colleagues  in  the  other 
body  on  the  conference  committee  win 
agree  to  the  wisdom  of  this  restoration 
of  funds,  which  offers  such  great  hope  to 
promising  yoimg  Americans  who  other- 
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wise  would  not  be  able  to  obtain  a  higher 
education.  At  a  time  when  tuition  costs 
are  rising  at  a  rate  of  between  5  percent 
and  10  percent  annually,  when  other 
costs  are  rising  and  when  obtaining  a 
guaranteed  student  loan  is  more  difficult 
because  of  the  tight  money  market  and 
high  interest  rates,  the  importance  of  the 
EOG  program  and  its  maintenance  be¬ 
come  more  apparent. 

As  to  how  this  $16  million  restoration 
will  affect  one  State,  let  me  cite  the  ex¬ 
ample  of  New  York,  where  $1.23  million 
in  new  funds  for  initial  EOG  awards 
would  likely  be  made  available  to  the 
colleges  in  the  State.  Of  this  amount, 
$270,000  would  be  assigned  to  the  25 
State-operated  campuses  of  the  State 
University  of  New  York — SUNY — in¬ 
creasing  its  available  initial  year  funds 
by  30  percent,  to  $1.2  million.  Thus  some 
305  new  eligible  students  could  be  en¬ 
rolled  at  SUNY’s  colleges  in  September 
in  addition  to  the  1,100  for  whom  funds 
are  presently  available.  The  families  of 
most  of  these  1,450  young  people  have 
gross  incomes  below  $3,000 — none  ex¬ 
ceed  $6,000. 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  that  none  of 
these  promising  students  will  have  to  be 
sought  out  when  this  appropriation  be¬ 
comes  a  reality.  They  are  now  awaiting 
fulfillment  of  the  pledge  made  them  by 
SUNY  in  partnership  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  based  on  the  intent  and  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Higher  Education  Act,  as 
amended  last  year.  These  Federal  moneys 
are  a  vital  Edition  to  the  $4  million 
being  expended  by  the  State  for  its  own 
program,  SEEK,  which  is  similar  to  EOG 
in  purpose. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  committee  for  this  restoration 
of  funds  to  EOG  and  assure  its  mem¬ 
bers  that  they  have  my  support  in  con¬ 
ference  to  sustain  the  provision. 

I  feel  an  additional  sense  of  strength 
because  of  that  and  urge  upon  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  final  enactment  of  this  restora¬ 
tion  which  has  been  made  so  intel¬ 
ligently,  I  am  happy  to  say  to  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Byrd),  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

Tire  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


IT  IS  URGENT  THAT 
TESTS  BE 


IIRV  FLIGHT 
liTED 


Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  Prudent 
cuss  a  matter  that>fs 
the  best  interests 
the  contents 
fore  the  Senai 


,  I  rise  to  dis- 
fully  as  urgent  to 
United  States  as 
e  bill  that  is  now  be- 


the 


I  speak 
the  Soviet 
Ration 
talks  th; 


of 


e  need  to  open  talks  with 
ion  on  a  strategic  arms  lim- 
,  and  of  the  threat  to  those 
is  implicit  in  the  continued 
testin^of  multiple  warheads  by  both 
natioi 


trf 


The  press  today  reports  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  proposed  that  the  talks 
between  the  two  countries  start  on  July 
31,  some  6  weeks  from  now.  If  true,  this 
is  indeed  good  news  to  all  of  us  who  have 
deplored  the  months  long  delay  in  get¬ 
ting  talks  started. 

But  the  press  has  also  reported  no 
change  in  the  administration’s  intention 
to  continue  flight  tests  of  multiple  inde¬ 
pendently  targetable  reentiT  vehicles — 
or  MIRV’s — even  after  the  talks  open. 
And  that  is  indeed  bad  news. 

For  the  simple  fact  is  that  nothing  is 
so  certain  to  insure  that  the  strategic 
arms  race  continues  on  an  upward  spiral 
as  is  the  deployment  of  MIRV’s. 

Today,  thanks  to  independent  surveil¬ 
lance  systems,  both  sides  can  count  the 
other’s  offensive  missiles  and  estimate 
with  some  assurance  the  damage  they 
might  do. 

But  once  these  missiles  can  be  fitted 
with  with  multiple  warheads,  and  espe¬ 
cially  MIRV’s,  such  assurance  will  not  be 
Dssible. 

The  urgency  of  the  matter  rests  on  the 
facl  that  the  only  real  hope  of  avoiding 
the  >^ployment  of  MIRV  warheads  by 
both  i^es  is  to  ban  the  testing  of  MIRV’s 
before  t^ey  have  been  fully  developed  by 
either  si^  And  that  moment  is  rapidly- 
approaching  / 

Indeed,  when  I  first  raised  this  qu^- 
tion  with  Sec^tary  Laird  when  Reap¬ 
peared  before  Nthe  Foreign  Rations 
Committee  almo;^3  months  agoyne  said 
we  would  be  depl^ing  MIRve“no’t  in 
the  too  distant  futui 

’The  United  States'^as 
ducted  quite  a  numberSpeMIRV  flight 
tests  with  Poseidon  and^inuteman  HI 
missiles.  The  Soviet  Union^jas  also  con¬ 
ducted  flight  tests  of/multi^  warheads 
in  the  Pacific. 

Whether  they  ai^  testing  trufesMIRV’s 
or  simpler  MIR\^that  is  to  say,  mifitiple 
reentry  vehic^s  without  indepelf^dent 
guidance — isy  matter  of  some  dispu\  in 
the  intellige^e  community. 

Only  a  Veek  ago  Friday,  for  example 
when  asjred  if  the  Soviets  were  flight' 
testing yMIRV’s,  Secretary  Rogers  told 
memh^s  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mitye,  “I  have  no  reason  to  think  they 
are 

Then  last  Monday  the  Times  reported 
that  “intelligence  experts  in  the  Pen¬ 
tagon”  have  concluded  that  the  Soviets 
are  testing  true  MIRV’s.  This  obviously 
inspired  report  has  also  appeared  in 
other  publications. 

But  whether  the  Soviets  are  testing 
MIRV’s  or  simply  MVR’s  is  beside  the 
point.  For  it  is  imdisputed  that  the 
United  States  is  substantially  ahead  of 
the  Soviets  in  MIRV  technology.  Nor  can 
anyone  argue  that  a  mutual  moratorium 
on  flight  tests  would  enable  the  Soviets 
to  overcome  our  lead. 

More  importantly,  I  know  of  no  one 
who  is  prepared  to  dispute  the  proposi¬ 
tion  that,  once  MIRVs  are  fully  tested  by 
either  or  both  sides,  there  would  be  no 
way  of  checking  on  compliance  with  an 
agreement  not  to  deploy  MIRV’s  except 
by  detailed,  on-site  inspections  which 
the  Soviet  Union  would  never  agree  to 
and  we  would  not  be  likely  to  agree  to 
either. 

The  importance  of  immediate  action 


to  stop  MIRV  flight  tests  now — ^before 
they  have  been  completed  by  either 
side — cannot,  therefore,  be  overesti¬ 
mated.  Upon  taking  this  action  now  may 
well  depend  the  possibility  of  any  effec-/ 
tive  limitatiq^i  of  strategic  armament 
by  agreemeift  between  our  country  gnd 
the  Soviet  Union. 

Three  weeks  ago  I  called  on  Prudent 
Nixon  to  order  an  immediate  yoalt  to 
MIRV  flight  tests  for  so  loi)g  as  the 
Soviets  did  the  same. 

I  made  that  proposal  in'  full  confi¬ 
dence  that  such  an  initiatL^  on  our  part 
would  entail  no  risk  to  ^r  security : 

We  are  substantially  ahead  of  the 
Soviets  in  MIRV  techhology. 

We  can  monitor  ^eir  fiight  tests — as 
they  can  monitor/ours.  If  they  resume 
tests,  we  will  kn^ 

We  can  maimaln  our  readiness  to  re¬ 
sume  testingyas  we  must  assume  the 
Soviets  would  also  do. 

We  ca^  resume  tests  immediately 
should  they  decide  to  do  so.  Obviously, 
this  proposal  is  not  unilateral  disarma¬ 
ment  >n  any  sense. 

Tljfe  Senate  will  recall  that  just  over 
lO^ears  ago — on  October  31,  1958 — ^Pres- 
idait  Eisenhower  announced  that  the 
■'tJnited  States  would  conduct  no  further 
tests  of  nuclear  weapons  in  the  atmos¬ 
phere  for  so  long  as  the  Soviets  did  like¬ 
wise. 

The  Soviets  observed  that  moratorium 
for  3  years,  until  September  1, 1961,  when 
they  resumed  testing.  The  United  States 
then  conducted  further  tests  of  its  own. 
But  the  moratorium,  even  though  broken, 
helped  to  pave  the  way  for  the  partial 
Test  Ban  Treaty  of  1963,  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  ratified  by  a  vote  of  80  to  19. 

If  we  are  ever  to  conclude  a  strategic 
arms  limitation  treaty  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  terms  of  that  agreement  must 
be  such  that  the  President,  the  Senate, 
and  the  American  people  can  be  confi¬ 
dent  of  our  ability  to  detect  violations 
that  might  jeopardize  our  safety. 

We  can  have  no  such  confidence  once 
the  Soviets  have  fully  tested  MIRV  war- 
v^heads.  Nor  could  they  have  any  such  con- 
«,dence  once  we  have  reached  that  stage. 

hideed,  there  is  good  reason  to  believe 
thaK  somewhere  short  of  full  testing, 
both\ations  would  have  to  conclude  that 
it  wasNoo  late  to  enter  a  moratorium  on 
testing  Mth  sufficient  assurance  that  the 
other  sid^ould  not  deploy. 

Would  t™^  Soviets  respond  in  kind  to 
the  initiativ^  am  proposing,  and  thus 
bring  about  arneffective  if  informal  mor¬ 
atorium  on  MIRV  testing? 

No  one  can  sa^But  what  I  can  and 
do  say  with  absolu^  conviction  is  this; 
If  we  allow  this  momentary  opportunity 
to  stay  the  mad  moimmtum  of  nuclear 
armaments  to  slip  by,  t^e  secm'ity  that 
this  Government  is  swork  to  seek  and 
maintain  for  our  Nations  ^1  not  grow, 
but  will  diminish. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  Presiderilfc^  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield^  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ciate  myself  with  all  that  has  been  said 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
New  Jersey.  I  commend  him  for  taking 
this  position  on  this  most  vital  subject, 
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Once  either  side  is  satisfied  that  it  has 
tested  enough,  or  once  either  side  fears 
Shat  the  other  side  has  tested  enough, 
wi^have  gone  beyond  the  point  of  no  re- 
tu^  That  is  why  it  is  so  urgent  that  all 
strength  possible  be  brought  behind  the 
effort  Tiow  to  stop  MIRV,  before  weeks, 
let  aloii^months,  have  passed  and  that 
danger  pomt  is  suddenly  behind  us. 

With  resect  to  the  remarks  made  by 
the  Senators,  from  Arizona,  I  totally 
agree  with  hi^in  his  basic  point  that  we 
should  not  sto^j  MIRV  if  the  Soviet 
Union  does  not  :^p  MIRV.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  offered  by  thX  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  takes  tluj±  point  fully  into 
account  and  takes  account  that 
present  abilities  to  insist — not  includ¬ 
ing  on-the-spot  inspectiori — enable  us 
and  enable  the  other  ^e  to  know 
whether  or  not  there  are  eHwrimenta- 
tions  with  this  device;  and  sov^ach  side 
couid  automatically  and  instmtly  de¬ 
tect  a  violation  of  a  stand-stiilv^ree- 
ment  if  this  resolution  were  adopt^and 
a  stand-still  agreement  was  accept^by 
both  sides.  \ 

Finally,  let  me  say,  fixim  this  side 
the  aisle,  that  I  think  a  great  contribu¬ 
tion  has  been  made  to  the  cause  of  peace 
by  the  fact  that  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cooper)  ,  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  hasp  rovided  the  great  lead¬ 
ership  he  has  provided  in  the  ABM  fight, 
and  he  recognizes  the  interlocking  na¬ 
ture  of  the  MIRV  and  ABM.  This,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey,  again  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  have  provided  such  in¬ 
spiring  and  effective  leadership  in  the 
MIRV  battle,  along  with  the  ABM  bat¬ 
tle,  bodes  well  for  our  country.  When  we 
can  have  this  sort  of  leadership  within 
that  party,  matched,  I  hope,  by  effec¬ 
tive  leadership  on  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
I  think  we  have  rising  hopes  that  we 
can  make  a  breakthrough  in  the  cause 
of  peace. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California.  . 

I  should  like  to  say  that  he  is  provi^ 
ing  distinguished  leadership  on  that  §rae 
of  the  aisle,  and  we  are  very  gratefuc  for 
having  his  association  with  the  sei^-of- 
the-Senate  resolution.  / 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Semaor  from 
Maryland.  / 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  Presi^nt,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  JeH^y  for  yield¬ 
ing  in  order  that  I  can  p^  tribute  to  his 
leadership  and  to  his  o^ectivity  in  bring 
ing  this  subject  to  th^oor  of  the  Senate 
this  afternoon.  / 

As  the  Senator  Mows,  I  am  very  much 
in  sympathy  wi^  his  views.  I  hope  to 
join  with  the  duainguished  Senator  from 
Massachusettyln  the  resolution  to  be  of¬ 
fered  on  tha/subject  of  MIRV. 

I  shoul^ike  to  make  one  cautionary 
point.  There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  dis- 
cussioychis  afternoon  about  ABM’s;  and 
my  o^n  position  on  ABMs  has  been  a 
ma^r  of  public  record  for  over  a  year, 
si^e  we  had  to  vote  on  this  matter  in 
Urfe  other  body,  of  which  I  was  then  a 
Member.  I  have  stated  here  my  views — 
they  are  in  sympathy  with  those  of  the 
Senator — on  the  question  of  MIRV. 


I  hope  that  we  will  set  this  entire  dis¬ 
cussion — as  I  am  sure  those  of  us  who 
are  here  today  do  set  it — in  its  proper 
context.  But  I  think  we  should  make  it 
clear,  not  only  for  those  who  are  in  the 
Senate  today  but  also  for  all  others  who 
may  have  some  interest  in  these  proceed¬ 
ings — that  we  are  discussing  not  just  cer¬ 
tain  things,  certain  new  instruments  of  i 
mass  destruction,  certain  new  weapons.  ; 

We  should  make  it  clear  that  we  are  j 
not  falling  for  a  new  recipe  of  the  Wash-  i 
ington  alphabet  soup;  that  we  are  talk-  : 
ing  about  an  entirely  new  generation  of  j 
armament;  and  that  as  we  discuss  these  | 
individual  items  of  armament — offensive  \ 
and  theoretically  defensive — we  are  con-  i 
templating  the  fact  that  the  world  is  ■ 
threatened  with  a  whole  new  generation  i 
of  armament,  a  new  generation  of  arma-  j 
ment  that  a  crowded  world  and  a  hungry  ; 
world  can  not  afford  and  will  not  tol-  ' 
erate.  i 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  am  ex-  ! 
tremely  grateful  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  and  the  distin-f ' 
guished  Senator  from  Massachusetts  for 
the  leadership  they  have  shown.  Un^s 
we  can  take  hold  of  the  objective  p^nts 
*in  such  a  vast  and  complex  ques^n  as 
tnis — and  we  have  taken  hold  o^hem — 

I  tlhnk  it  makes  it  very  hardyior  Con- 
gresX^and  for  the  country  to/grasp  the 
impli^tions,  and  I  apprecisne  what  the 
SenatorSfrom  New.  Jersey yand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  froik  Massachuset^  are  doing. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  pae  Senator  from 
Maryland.  \  thank  Jfim  not  only  for 
joining  us  in  gener^ support  of  our  ob¬ 
jective,  but  alsOsfyr  the  particular  con¬ 
tribution  he  ha^just  made  in  regard 
to  this  matter/ asv.  an  element  in  the 
escalation  of^e  arnte  race. 

The  anns/race  wiN  go  from  level  to 
level,  ever  higher  in  es^lation,  unless  it 
is  stopp^by  verifiable  a^eements.  This  j 
matter^  important  furth^for  two  rea-  ! 
sons :  An  itself  as  an  escal^ion  of  the 
arnur  race  and,  most  importimt,  as  an 
eluent,  depending  on  how  we  (jcal  with 
ijA  which  will  have  perhaps  cruojAl  im- 
^rtance  upon  the  possibility  of  searing  | 
verifiable  arms  reduction  agreements,  i 
I  thank  the  Senator.  I 

I  yield  the  fioor,  Mr.  President.  \  i 

_  -  ' 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  committee  amendment  to  re¬ 
store  the  $16  million  which  was  cut  from 
the  educational  opportunity  grants  pro¬ 
gram  last  summer.  I  congratulate  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  including 
this  item  in  the  supplemental  bill.  It  has 
grieved  me  to  see  a  program  with  a  so 
noble  a  purpose  as  this,  one  which  seeks 
through  education  to  promote  equality  of 
opportimity  in  this  country,  stymied 
through  a  lack  of  funds.  I  think  that 
this  is  a  commitment  we  should  keep. 
Congress  should  cease  playing  a  game  of 
cat-and-mouse  with  the  young  people 
from  disadvantaged  backgroimds  whom 
this  program  is  designed  to  serve. 


At  the  outset,  it  was  envisioned  that 
the  EOG  program  would  enjoy  a  steady 
rise,  enabling  a  gradually  increasing 
number  of  disadvantaged  students  to  at¬ 
tend  college.  This  would  be  part  of  our 
attack  on  poverty,  and  it  would  attempt 
a  cure  at  the  roots — lack  of  education 
and  training  for  fruitful  lifetime  employ¬ 
ment.  It  has  long  been  recognized  that 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  talent  wasted  in 
this  country  due  to  lack  of  opportunity  to 
exercise  it. 

College  is  expensive.  Even  a  relatively 
inexpensive  college  is  expensive,  for  it 
means,  to  begin  with,  the  short  rim  sacri¬ 
fice  of  income.  For  the  child  of  a  family 
which  can  shoulder  little  of  the  financial 
burden  of  college  expenses,  the  educa¬ 
tional  opportunity  grants  can  add  the 
margin  of  help  that  makes  it  possible  for 
a  student  to  attend  college,  pay  the  tui¬ 
tion,  buy  the  books,  and  cover  the  per¬ 
sonal  expenses  which  are  involved.  For 
disadvantaged  students,  the  colleges  can 
use  a  combination  of  work-study,  indivi¬ 
dual  earnings,  and  loans,  and  fill  the  gap 
with  an  EOG. 

When  appropriations  for  EOG’s  were 
cut  by  $16  million  last  fall,  college  oppor¬ 
tunity  was  de'nied  to  some  32,000  aspiring 
students.  This  is  the  approximate  num¬ 
ber  to  whom  the  colleges  would  have  to 
deny  aid  because  of  the  reduced  appro¬ 
priations,  and  these  are  the  very  students 
who  have  the  fewest  alternatives  for 
financing  a  coliege  education.  For  Cali¬ 
fornia  residents  the  number  denied 
would  be  about  4,040  disadvantaged  stu¬ 
dents. 

Even  the  2 -year  community  colleges, 
which  are  among  the  Nation’s  best  educa¬ 
tional  bargain,  will  have  to  cut  back  their 
services  to  disadvantaged  students.  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  a  vigorous  community  college 
system.  Many  of  these  colleges  are  doing 
yeoman  work  in  the  education  of  the  dis¬ 
advantaged  in  their  areas,  and  their 
reports  to  me  indicate  that  they  are  hurt¬ 
ing.  Here  is  the  complaint  from  the  San 
Mateo  Junior  College  district,  which  en¬ 
rolls  1,300  minority  students,  many  of 
whom  need  financial  aid: 

One  of  the  serious  problems  that  has  led 
to  alienation  and  to  campus  disruption  has 
been  our  Inability  to  provide  adequate  finan¬ 
cial  aid  for  our  students  from  homes  of  low 
family  income  .  .  .  We  know  that  innovative 
programs  like  ours,  coupled  with  appropriate 
student  financial  aids,  can  equalize  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  minimize  campus  tensions. 

From  the  San  Jose  City  College  comes 
this  report: 

We  have  a  substantial  number  of  minority 
students  who  attend  our  college  and  we  are 
desperately  in  need  of  funds  to  maintain 
adequate  programs  .  .  .  The  Student  Finan¬ 
cial  Aids  Program  for  1969-70  at  San  Jose 
City  College  has  been  drastically  affected  by 
the  curtailment  of  funds  from  the  Federal 
Government.  We  will  receive  approximately 
forty  per  cent  of  the  funds  requested  from 
each  of  three  programs — NDSL,  EOG,  and 
Work-Study.  What  this  means  Is  that  awards 
to  students  in  need  of  financial  assistance 
will  either  have  to  be  reduced  below  the  level 
students  will  need  to  meet  their  educational 
expenses,  or  reductions  will  have  to  be  made 
in  the  number  of  students  whose  low  incomes 
qualify  them  for  financial  help. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  these  examples 
wiU  illustrate  why  I  believe  that  it  is 
urgent  that  we  vote  to  restore  no  less 


S6504 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


than  $16  million  to  the  EOG  appropria¬ 
tions  for  1969.  I  do  not  believe  that  col¬ 
leges  should  be  hampered  in  their  efforts 
to  equalize  educational  opportunity  by 
an  unpredictable  Congress.  A  program 
like  this  requires  funding  close  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  level  if  it  is  to  do  the  job  it 
was  designed  to  do.  And  in  this  case  it  is  a 
vitally  important  job  which  will  be  crit¬ 
ical  for  years  to  come. 

EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY  GRANTS 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
extremely  delighted  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  has  restored  $16  mil¬ 
lion  in  funds  for  the  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants  program  in  the  second  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  now  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  Senate.  As  I  indicated  in  a 
letter  to  the  committee  urging  that  this 
action  be  taken,  about  32,000  low-income 
and  disadvantaged  students  will  be  able 
to  take  part  in  this  program  next  Sep¬ 
tember  should  these  funds  be  appropri¬ 
ated  now. 

The  educational  opportunity  grants 
program  has  been  a  successful  and  effec¬ 
tive  way  of  making  the  benefits  of  higher 
education  available  to  qualified  high 
school  graduates  of  exceptional  financial 
need  who,  without  this  aid,  would  other¬ 
wise  be  unable  to  obtain  these  benefits. 
It  is  vitally  important  that  we  continue  to 
support  programs  of  this  kind  to  the  full¬ 
est  extent  possible. 

The  restoration  of  full  funding  for  the 
EOG  program  is  significant  from  another 
point  of  view.  We  have  passed  programs 
in  the  Congress  to  identify  and  encour¬ 
age  needy  students  to  continue  their 
education  beyond  secondary  school.  In 
order  for  these  programs  to  succeed,  we 
must  have  the  requisite  financial  assist¬ 
ance  available  for  those  students  whose 
potential  we  are  attempting  to  develop. 
It  is  simply  inconsistent  to  encourage  a 
needy  child  to  better  himself  through 
higher  education,  and  then  have  to  tell 
him  that  we  cannot  help  him  out  when 
he  gets  to  college. 

I  hope  that  when  this  issue  is  discussed 
in  conference,  the  conferees  will  agree 
upon  the  necessity  for  a  full  restoration 
of  $16  million  in  funds  for  this  program. 
Congress  has  shown  its  interest  in  de¬ 
veloping  the  untapped  potential  of  our 
disadvantaged  youth.  We  cannot  fail  to 
carry  through  in  om’  commitment. 

Mr.  President,  as  an  excellent  exam¬ 
ple  of  the  immediate  impact  of  these 
funds,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  from 
Samuel  B.  Gould,  chancellor  of  the  State 
University  of  New  York,  outlining  the 
possible  effect  of  this  funding  restoration 
upon  the  63  campuses  of  the  State  Uni¬ 
versity  of  New  York. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

State  University  of  New  York, 

Albany,  N.Y.,  June  11, 1969. 
Hon.  Charles  E.  Goodell, 

U.S.  Senate, 

New  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Goodell:  I  urge  you  to  sup¬ 
port  current  Senate  efforts  to  add  to  the  sup¬ 


plemental  appropriation  bill  In  the  amount 
of  $16  million  to  make  the  Educational  Op¬ 
portunity  Grant  (EOG)  program  available  to 
many  more  of  the  prospective  low  income 
and  disadvantaged  students.  In  support  of 
this  effort,  I  would  like  to  offer  some  indica¬ 
tion  of  the  extent  to  which  such  action  will 
increase  our  ability  to  offer  opportunity  to 
these  students  at  the  63  campuses  of  the 
State  University  of  New  York. 

Of  the  approximately  $1,230,000  in  new 
funds  for  initial  EOG  awards  which  are  likely 
to  be  made  available  to  all  colleges  in  New 
York  State  from  a  $16  million  appropriation, 
about  $270,000  would  be  assigned  to  the  25 
State-operated  campuses  of  the  University. 
This  would  increase  State  University’s  avail¬ 
able  initial  year  funds  by  thirty  percent,  to 
$1,200,000. 

Some  350  new  EOG  eligible  students  could 
be  enrolled  at  SUNY’s  colleges  in  September 
in  addition  to  the  1,100  for  whom  funds  are 
presently  available.  The  families  of  most  of 
these  1,450  students  have  gross  incomes  be¬ 
low  $3,000;  none  exceed  $6,000. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  none 
of  these  young  people  will  have  to  be  sought 
out  once  the  proposed  appropriation  becomes 
a  reality.  We  now  know  who  they  are.  They 
are  waiting  for  us  to  fulfill  the  promise  we 
made  to  them  in  partnership  with  the  gov¬ 
ernment  based  on  the  intent  and  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  as 
recently  amended.  At  least  another  1,500 
whose  expectations  have  similarly  been  raised 
by  this  action  of  the  Federal  Government 
are  waiting  to  hear  from  us. 

Our  community  colleges  could,  collectively, 
expect  at  least  an  additional  $300,000  from  a 
supplemental  budget  you  propose.  This 
would  bring  their  available  grant  funds  to 
about  $1,500,000.  The  number  of  students 
who  could  be  offered  this  opportunity  would 
increase  from  about  1,800  to  approximately 
2,400.  These  additional  600  students  repre¬ 
sent  only  part  of  the  community  college 
waiting  list.  Many  additional  students  eli¬ 
gible  and  waiting  for  EOG  support  may  have 
to  be  turned  away  by  community  colleges 
this  fall. 

Thus,  for  the  entire  State  University,  in¬ 
cluding  the  community  colleges,  the  net  in¬ 
crease  in  students  who  could  be  assisted  by 
the  supplemental  appropriation  would  be 
close  to  1,000. 

State  University  with  the  support  of  New 
York  State  is  trying  to  do  its  part  in  offer¬ 
ing  opportunity  to  the  type  of  student  the 
Educational  Opportimity  Grant  was  intended 
to  assist.  Our  State  University  SEEK  pro¬ 
gram  alone  of  about  $4  million  is  ready  to 
provide  the  supportive  educational  and  other 
assistance  to  these  students.  If  the  present 
low  level  of  Federal  EOG  support  should  con¬ 
tinue,  we  may  have  to  redirect  some  of  the 
SEEK  funds  from  the  educational  programs 
where  it  is  most  urgently  needed  to  the  kind 
of  direct  financial  aid  that  these  students 
require.  I  strongly  believe  this  is  poor  policy 
and  the  wrong  use  of  resources.  In  addition, 
such  action  will  create  a  dilemma  that 
neither  students  nor  college  administrators 
should  have  to  face. 

The  proposed  supplemental  appropriation 
is  urgently  needed  now,  and  I  would  appre¬ 
ciate  your  willingness  to  give  this  measure 
your  fullest  support. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel  B.  Gould. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  light  of 
the  situation  which  we  now  see  at  the 
end  of  the  day,  it  is  unlikely  that  the 
amendment  I  have  submitted,  to  increase 
the  supplemental  amount  available  to 
the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  to  $55 
million,  can  be  considered  tonight. 
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I  shall  offer  this  amendment  tomor¬ 
row,  with  the  support  of  a  number  of 
Senators.  However  there  are  some  re¬ 
marks  which  Senators  might  find  useful 
to  have  in  the  Record,  together  with  a 
letter  from  the  U.S.  Conference  of  May¬ 
ors,  and  a  schedule  showing  precisely 
why  at  least  $55  million  is  necessary. 

I  might  say  preliminarily  that  this 
amount  was  proposed  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  I  wish  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  (Mr.  Case) — and  I  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore)  was  also  of  considerable  help  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee — for  put¬ 
ting  the  matter  before  that  committee 
and  for  being  successful  to  the  extent 
of  $71/2  million,  which  was  not  in  the 
bill,  and  which  represents  an  amoimt 
which  even  the  Labor  Department  agrees 
we  need  and  can  be  very  fruitfully  and 
effectively  spent. 

Because  I  think  it  is  critically  impor¬ 
tant,  I  would  first  express  by  thanks  and 
appreciation  for  that,  and  explain  to 
Senator  Case  that  I  would  not  have  of¬ 
fered  this  amendment  at  all  were  It  not 
for  the  very  strong  support  coming  from 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors.  If  we 
expect  to  cool  off  what  could  be  a  very 
hot  summer,  I  feel  that  we  had  better 
listen  to  them  and  Senators  from  States 
with  big  cities  and  smaller  communities 
with  similar  needs  should  at  least  hear 
the  argument  and  look  at  the  figxu-es  and 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  the 
needed  amount,  according  to  the  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  rather  than  just  let¬ 
ting  it  go  by  default. 

This  does  not  take  one  thing  away 
from  the  magnificent  service — and  the 
coimtry  should  be  veiy  grateful — ^ren¬ 
dered  by  Senator  Case  and  Senator  Pas- 
tore  in  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

I  thoroughly  sympathize  with  him.  In 
fact,  as  he  has  said,  I  did  offer  his 
amendment  in  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  think  the  reason  for  it  is  obvi¬ 
ous.  I  believe  that  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors  is  the  body  most  able  to  tell  us 
what  is  necessary.  Based  upon  the  esti¬ 
mates  from  my  own  State,  I  know  that 
the  amount  that  would  be  provided  by 
the  Senator’s  amendment  is  by  no  means 
too  generous. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  will  be 
cosponsored  by  me,  together  with  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  and  Chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Employment 
Manpower  and  Poverty  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  and  Public,  Welfare  (Mr. 
Nelson),  the  Senator  fr^om  California 
(Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  (Mr.  Brooke),  the  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Goodell)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Mathias)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCar¬ 
thy),  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young). 
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It  would  provide  an  additional  $55  mil¬ 
lion  under  the  Manpower  Development 
and  Training  Act  for  the  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corps  summer  program  for  the 
coming  months. 

The  summer  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps  program  was  developed  to  enable 
disadvantaged  youths  to  earn  money 
during  the  period  when  they  tend  to  dis¬ 
associate  themselves  from  school  and  are 
most  subject  to  pressures  to  leave  school. 
Programs  are  administered  bn  the  local 
level  by  public  or  nonprofit  “sponsors.” 
On  the  national  level,  administration  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Labor,  pursuant  to  a  delegation  from  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity.  This 
summer  the  Department  has  stipulated 
that  each  sponsor  must  hire  an  inde¬ 
pendent  accountant  to  certify  proper 
handling  and  recording  of  funds.  That 
should  avoid  some  things  we  have  run 
into  in  other  summers,  when  we  had 
irresponsible  handling  of  accounting  and 
bookkeeping  details  in  some  instances. 

The  Department  of  Labor  has  advised 
that  1,530,000  youths  14  to  21  years  of 
age  will  be  unemployed  and  eligible  for 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  summer  pro¬ 
grams  this  summer.  Yet,  without  a  sup¬ 
plemental  the  allocation  for  the  summer 
will  provide  only  336,000  slots,  the  same 
number  as  last  year.  Thus,  despite  initial 
appropriations  and  the  recent  realloca¬ 
tion  by  the  administration,  the  vast  ma¬ 
jority  of  our  eligible  disadvantaged 
youths  will  have  no  choice  but  to  spend 
the  summer  months  on  our  cities’  streets 
rather  than  in  meaningful  employment. 

We  know  that  at  this  date  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  number  of  Neigh¬ 
borhood  Youth  Corps  slots  which  is 
needed  and  the  number  which  can  be 
effectively  utilized  by  the  Federal,  State, 
and  local  officials  involved  in  this  essen¬ 
tial  program.  Accordingly,  I  recently  re¬ 
quested  that  the  Conference  of  Mayors 
poll  their  cities  to  determine  how  many 
additional  slots  could  be  beneficially  used 
during  the  coming  weeks.  On  the  basis 
of  reports  confirmed  on  June  5,  1969,  the 
Conference  has  advised  that  72,382  slots 
can  still  be  effectively  used  in  our  50 
major  cities.  For  example.  New  York 
City  falls  21,621  slots  short  of  its  needs; 
Chicago  needs  an  additional  8,846  slots; 
Los  Angeles,  2,401  slots;  Detroit  2,422 
slots;  Baltimore,  2,363  slots;  Cleveland, 
2,822  slots;  San  Francisco,  642  slots; 
Boston,  #14  slots;  and  Pittsburgh,  412 
slots. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
chart  prepared  for  my  by  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  dealing  with  the  50 
largest  cities  and  showing  their  needs 
at  72,382  job  slots  for  the  summer,  giv¬ 
ing  the  figures  according  to  the  present 
allocation,  comparing  them  with  1968, 
and  showing  what  is  required  for  each 
of  the  50  larger  cities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


NEIGHBORHOOD  YOUTH  CORPS  SUMMER  PROGRAMS,  50  LARGEST  CITIES,  1968  AND  1969— ENROLLMENT  LEVELS 


Summer,  1968 


Summer,  1969 


Additional 
slots  added 


City 

EOA 

MDTA 

Total 

Original  by  reallo- 
allocation  cation 

Total,  ail 
sources 

Additional 

re<)uired 

Akron  .  ... 

350 

150 

500 

350 

165 

515 

97 

Atlanta.  . . 

1,292 

500 

1,792 

1,292 

555 

1,847 

420 

Baltimore _  _  . 

4, 000 

500 

4, 500 

4, 000 

637 

4,637 

2, 363 

Birmingham  .  . .  . 

790 

150 

940 

790 

179 

969 

421 

Boston .  . . . 

1,300  .... 

1,300 

1,200 

186 

1,386 

814 

Buffalo  .  .  .  . . . 

1,645 

500 

2,145 

1,645 

565 

2,210 

635 

Chicago  .  . . . 

18, 500 

3, 000 

21,  500 

18, 500 

3, 654 

22, 154 

8, 846 

Cincinnati.  _  . 

1,204 

75 

1,279 

1,110 

208 

1,318 

617 

Clevelanrt  _  _ 

3,900  ... 

3, 900 

3,900 

118 

4, 018 

2,882 

Columbus. _ 

625  .  . 

625 

625 

19 

644 

456 

Dade  County  (Miami)..  _ 

1,250 

350 

1,600 

1,150 

499 

1,649 

501 

Dallas _ _ _ 

820 

175 

995 

920 

105 

1,025 

495 

Dayton  _ C _ _ 

420 

100 

520 

420 

116 

536 

84 

Denver  .  . . . . . 

450 

100 

550 

-  450 

117 

567 

233 

Detroit-. . . . . . 

5, 000 

200 

5, 200 

4, 780 

578 

5, 358 

2,422 

El  Paso _ 

398 

300 

698 

398 

321 

719 

0 

Fort  Worth...  ...  .  _  _ 

465 

35 

500 

465 

50 

515 

270 

Gary _  _  _ 

780 

200 

980 

780 

230 

1,010 

370 

Honolulu  .  _  _ 

836 

138 

974 

836 

167 

1,003 

458 

Houston _ 

1,622 

200 

1,822 

1,622 

255 

1,877 

970 

Indianapolis _ ..  .... 

400  ... 

400 

350 

62 

412 

238 

Jersey  City. .  _  .  . . . 

750 

114 

864 

•  750 

140 

890 

385 

Kansas  City,  Mo.  _ _ _ 

798 

300 

1,098 

800 

331 

1,131 

269 

Los  Angeles(includingLong  Beach). 

8, 829 

1,291 

10,120 

8,  828 

1,599 

10,  427 

2,401 

Louisville _  _ _ 

1,380  ... 

1,380 

1,480 

45 

1,525 

1.080 

Memphis _  _ 

850 

240 

1,090 

850 

273 

1.123 

377 

Milwaukee _ 

1,100 

407 

1,507 

1,100 

453 

1,553 

372 

Minneapolis _ _ _ '. . 

1,000 

205 

1,205 

1,000 

242 

1,242 

508 

Newark-- _ _ _ 

2,  380 

228 

2,608 

2, 380 

307 

2,687 

1.493 

New  Orleans _ 

990 

200 

1,190 

990 

236 

1,226 

7.264 

New  York _  .  _ 

23, 900 

3,640 

27,540 

23, 900 

4, 479 

28,379  - 

21,621 

Norfolk  _  ... 

1,000 

100 

1,100 

1,000 

134 

1,134 

616 

Oakland _ _  _ 

2,207 

341 

2,548 

2,207 

418 

2, 625 

1,232 

Oklahoma  City _ 

720 

125 

845 

720 

151 

871 

388 

Omaha _ _ _  _ 

830 

400 

1,230 

830 

427 

1,267 

188 

Philadelphia _ 

2, 790 

280 

3,070 

2,305 

858 

3,163 

942 

Phoenix _ 

1,137 

520 

1,657 

1,885 

57 

1,942 

1,343 

Pittsburgh _ _ _ _ 

3,100 

300 

3,400 

3,165 

338 

3,503 

412 

Portland,  Oreg. _ _ 

510 

65 

575 

616 

19 

635 

431 

Rochester .  . . 

733  ... 

733 

•  700 

64 

764 

461 

St.  Louis. _ _ 

1,080 

700 

1,780 

1,080 

754 

1.834 

0 

St,  Paul _  _ 

300 

363 

663 

300 

383 

683 

0 

San  Antonio . . 

2, 140 

100 

2, 240 

2, 142 

166 

2.308 

1,434 

San  Diego _ _ _ _  . 

1,539 

213 

1,752 

1,539 

266 

1,805 

884 

San  Francisco...  ..  .  ..  ..  .. 

1,525 

400 

1,925 

1,525 

458 

1,983 

642 

Seattle . . 

800 

375 

1,175 

846 

365 

1,211 

285 

Tampa _  _ _  .. 

1, 100 

200 

1,300 

1,100 

239 

1,339 

586 

Toledo. .  . . . 

400 

200 

600 

400 

218 

618 

82 

Tulsa..  _  . 

240 

100 

340 

240 

111 

351 

69 

Washington,  D.C _ _ _ 

7,  520 

1,982 

9,  502 

7,305 

2,  486 

9, 791 

3, 014 

Total _ 

117,  695 

20, 062 

137, 757 

117,  566 

24, 813 

142, 379 

72, 382 

Note:  All  figures  except  last  column  supplied  by  Department  of  Labor;  last  column  supplied  by  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  we  need 
not  look  merely  to  our  50  largest  cities 
to  find  tension,  discontent,  and  the  need 
for  additional  opportunities  for  our  dis¬ 
advantaged  youths.  The  Conference  of 
Mayors  advises  that  67,313  slots  can  still 
be  effectively  utilized  in  hundreds  of 
smaller  cities  which  have  sponsors  for 
the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  summer 
programs.  For  example.  Little  Rock,  Ark. 
is  600  slots  short;  Lexington,  Ky.,  150; 
Birmingham,  Ala.,  100;  Orlando,  Fla., 
500;  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla.,  100;  and 
Compton,  Calif.,  200. 

An  opportunity  for  one  youth  in  the 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  summer  pro¬ 
grams  costs  approximately  $411.  To  pro¬ 
vide  opportunities  for  the  72,382  youths 
in  our  50  largest  cities  and  for  the  67,313 
youths  in  our  smaller  cities  who  can  still 
benefit  from  a  summer  job,  will  require 
an  additional  appropriation  of  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $55  million.  As  reported  by 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  a 
supplemental  of  only  $7,500,000  will  be 
available,  an  amount  based  upon  only  a 
preliminary  report  from  the  regional  of- 
fies  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 


As  I  said  when  I  began,  I  respectfully 
submit  that  the  situation  is  such,  and 
the  premium  on  having  peace  in  our 
cities  is  so  great,  that  I  feel  in  all  fair¬ 
ness  the  Senate  should  have  an  opor- 
timity  to  vote  upon  the  amount  which  the 
mayors  think  they  need,  considering  the 
tremendous  budgetary  strains  under 
which  oiu'  Government  departments  are 
now  laboring  and  the  tremendous  pres¬ 
sures  on  them  to  bring  everything  down 
to  the  barest  minimum  without  real  con¬ 
cern  for  the  pi'iorities  involved. 

The  overall  situation  for  this  sum¬ 
mer  has  been  aggravated  by  the  effect 
of  certain  decisions  by  the  Department 
of  Labor.  I  have  made  it  quite  clear 
in  previous  statements  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  be  given  the  chance  to  re¬ 
define  the  “mix”  of  training  opportu¬ 
nities  available  to  our  young  people  and 
I  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  the 
administration  is  acting  in  good  faith 
and  that,  in  the  end,  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  provide  expanded  and  more 
relevant  opportunities. 

But  despite  the  Department’s  best  ef¬ 
forts,  the  summer  has  arrived  before 
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those  ambitious  and  well-intended  plans 
can  be  culminated.  Thousands  of  youths 
who  were  in  Job  Corps  centers  desig¬ 
nated  for  closing  have  chosen  not  to  ac¬ 
cept  transfer  to  other  centers  and  have 
returned  to  the  cities,  still  awaiting  as¬ 
signment  to  other  manpower  programs. 
The  Secretary  recently  reported  that  as 
of  May  24,  1969,  only  225  of  over  3,000 
enrollees  who  had  returned  to  their 
homes  from  Job  Corps  centers  have  ac¬ 
tually  been  enrolled  in  other  programs. 
In  addition,  the  Department  is  making 
efforts  to  locate  more  than  1,100  drop¬ 
outs  who,  once  located,  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  summer  jobs.  The  Secretary  has 
also  indicated  that  more  than  9,000 
youths  who  had  been  accepted  or  had 
applied  for  Job  Corps  have  been  delayed 
entry  and  many  may  not  be  assigned  to 
centers  until  as  late  as  August  or  Sep¬ 
tember  because  of  a  recruiting  freeze 
instituted  by  the  Department  of  Labor 
as  a  part  of  the  phaseout. 

We  must  make  available  Neighbor¬ 
hood  Youth  Corps  slots  for  those  youths 
who  are  caught  in  the  uncertainties  im¬ 
posed  by  the  transition  between  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  almost  half  of  the  Job  Corps 
centers  and  the  implementation  of  new 
plans  for  an  expanded  and  improved 
manpower  training  program. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  telling 
this  Nation’s  disadvantaged  over  and 
over  again  that  the  road  out  of  poverty 
is  traveled  by  those  who  are  ivilling  to 
work.  If  we  let  an  additional  136,500 
youths  14  to  21  years  of  age  spend  this 
summer  in  idleness,  how  can  we  be  as¬ 
sured  that  they  will  not  spend  the  rest 
of  their  lives  on  welfare  rolls?  To  fail  to 
provide  these  slots  is  to  miss  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  let  disadvantaged  yoimgsters 
learn  from  their  own  experience  that  it 
means  something  to  have  a  job. 

Is  $55  million  too  high  a  price  to  pay? 
How  much  is  $55  million?  Mr.  President, 
colleagues,  $55  million  can  buy  more 
than  136,500  meaningful  opportunities 
for  youth  or  it  can  buy  200  tanks.  Putting 
it  another  way,  the  recently  announced 
cost  overrun  on  the  Minuteman  missile 
would  provide  the  number  of  job  slots 
which  we  seek  to  add  for  this  summer  for 
every  summer  for  the  next  70  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  use  those  fig¬ 
ures  to  denigrate  what  we  do  in  defense 
or  the  provisions  which  are  made  to  se¬ 
cure  the  hardware  for  our  Armed  Forces. 
I  only  point  out  that  from  the  facts  in¬ 
volved,  considering  the  order  of  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  appropriations  with  which 
we  deal,  the  amount  of  $55  million  is  not 
very  large.  A  critical  situation  faces  this 
countiT  again  this  summer,  as  is  wisely 
recognized  through  the  Nation.  There¬ 
fore,  the  price — if  it  may  be  deemed 
that — which  we  pay  for  an  added  meas¬ 
ure  of  domestic  security  cannot  begin  to 
be  compared  to  the  amounts  we  spend 
unhesitatingly  in  the  military  field. 

Mr.  President,  I,  and  many  others, 
have  fought  hard  for  a  rearrangement 
of  our  national  priorities,  within  reason. 
I  have  talked  about  the  overall  figure  of 
$5  billion  as  a  figure  which  needs  to  be 
reoriented  to  the  uses  of  the  war  on  pov¬ 
erty,  on  rural  poverty,  as  well  as  on  urban 
poverty,  and  the  other  deep,  social  ills 
which  assail  our  country  today. 


The  sum  of  $55  million  is  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  character.  It  is  for  summer  jobs 
for  the  most  volatile  element  of  our 
population.  This  is  simply  an  effort  to 
rearrange  our  national  priorities  more  in 
keeping  with  the  aggregate  of  our  na¬ 
tional  problems  than,  seemingly,  has 
come  out  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  not  have  made 
this  amendment  without  the  support  of 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  and  their 
express  statement  that  it  is  what  is 
urgently  required  by  those  men  to  whom 
we  will  be  looking  to  keep  their  cities 
“cool”  throughout  the  summer.  If  we 
expect  them  to  do  that — and  we  do — ^we 
had  better  give  them  some  tools  to  work 
with.  This  is  what  it  takes. 

The  amount  Involved  is  so  dispropor¬ 
tionate  to  the  issue  involved,  and  so  well 
within  the  capability  of  every  budget, 
whatever  freeze  we  may  place  upon  it, 
that  I  respectfully  submit  that  the 
amendment  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  thereof  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record,  along  with 
a  number  of  documents  which  establish 
the  need  which  this  amendment  seeks 
to  fill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Washington,  June  5, 1969. 
Hon.  Jacob  K.  Javits, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Javits:  This  Is  in  response 
to  the  joint  Inquiry  you  and  Senators  Nel¬ 
son  and  Cranston  made  concerning  Job  Corps 
enrollees  at  the  centers  to  be  closed. 

The  data  we  have  reflects  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  at  the  centers  as  of  May  30  and  at  the 
local  employment  offices  in  the  home  areas 
of  the  enrollees  as  of  May  23  except  for  16 
States  where  the  latest  Information  Is  as  of 
May  10.  These  data  are  obtained  each  week 
and  we  can  provide  more  up-to-date  infor¬ 
mation  as  it  Is  received  and  processed. 

The  status  of  the  16,536  enrollees  at  the 
centers  to  be  closed  April  11,  Including  some 
264  that  arrived  at  the  centers  since  that 
date,  is  as  follows : 

1.  Transfers  to  other  Job  Corps  centers. 
4,700  have  been  transferred  to  other  Job 
Corps  centers.  Another  1,100  are  still  in  the 
centers  to  be  closed  and  have  been  sched¬ 
uled  be  transferred  to  other  centers.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Job  Corps  officials  handling  the 
transfers,  97  percent  of  the  women’s  and 
100  percent  of  the  men’s  urban  center  en¬ 
rollees  have  been  placed  In  the  same  pro¬ 
gram  or  in  courses  closely  related  to  the  skill 
training  they  were  receiving  in  the  centers 
that  are  being  closed.  The  training  program 
in  the  conservation  centers  Is  standard  so 
that  all  conservation  center  enrollees  trans¬ 
ferring  to  other  centers  were  able  to  continue 
their  program  without  Interruption. 

2.  Placement  in  other  manpower  training 
programs.  As  of  May  30,  employment  service 
interviewers  have  referred  600  enrollees  to 
training  programs  directly  from  the  centers. 
About  85  percent  were  referred  to  MDTA  pro¬ 
jects,  the  remainder  to  NYC  projects.  We  do 
not  have  data  at  this  time  to  Indicate  how 
many  have  actually  started  their  new  pro¬ 
gram. 

As  of  May  24,  3,000  enrollees  had  returned 
to  their  homes  for  placement  assistance.  Km- 
ployment  service  interviewers  at  the  local 
offices  in  the  enrollees  home  towns  have  re¬ 
ferred  about  700  enrollees  to  training.  Of  this 


number  225  have  been  enrolled  in  a  program 
with  the  remainder  waiting  for  the  courses 
to  start.  The  types  of  programs  are  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


Referred 

Enrolled 

NAB,  JOBS.... . 

82 

42 

MDTA,  institutional. . . 

124 

52 

MDTA,  OJT . . 

17 

0 

NYC . . 

223 

83 

Other _ ,.... . . 

248 

48 

Total _ _ _ 

694 

225 

’There  were  about  500  ex-corpsmen  who  had 
been  placed  in  an  assessment  program  and 
were  receiving  stipends,  and  another  1,300 
that  were  being  processed. 

3.  Placement  in  employment.  About  1,000 
enrollees  have  been  placed  in  jobs,  with 
slightly  more  than  half  placed  after  they  re¬ 
turned  home  and  the  remainder  placed  di¬ 
rectly  from  the  center.  Over  80  percent  of  the 
placements  have  involved  jobs  paying  $1.6Q. 
per  hour  or  better;  28  percent  had  wage  rates 
of  more  than  $2.00  per  hour. 

4.  Job  Corps  graduates.  As  of  May  30,  2,300 
enrollees  at  the  closed  centers  have  gradu¬ 
ated.  Another  800  are  scheduled  to  graduate 
before  their  centers  close. 

5.  Dropouts.  As  of  May  30,  1,100  enrollees 
have  dropped  out  of  the  centers  to  be  closed. 
The  local  offices  in  the  home  areas  of  these 
enrollees  have  been  notlfled  of  their  leaving. 
Since  the  enrollees  will  have  to  contact  the 
local  offices  to  obtain  whatever  pay  and  al¬ 
lowances  owed  to  them,  it  is  expected  that 
they  will  contact  the  local  office  at  which 
time  they  will  be  put  into  the  same  assess¬ 
ment  and  counseling  program  as  the  other 
enrollees.  As  soon  as  the  bulk  of  the  enrollees 
that  checked  in  through  the  employment 
offices  is  satisfactorily  taken  care  of,  we  plan 
to  make  special  efforts  to  contact  ^e  drop¬ 
outs  that  have  not  contacted  the  local  office 
by  checking  with  their  parents,  school  offi¬ 
cials,  etc, 

6.  Summary  (data  rounded  to  nearest 
hundred) . 

Job  Corps  enrollees  in  centers  to  be 


closed _  16,  500 

To  graduate _  3, 100 

To  transfer  to  other  centers _  5,  800 

To  be  referred  to  jobs  or  training _  6,  500 

Dropouts  _  1,  100 

Referred  to  training _  1,  300 

Placed  in  jobs _  800 

Placed  in  jobs _  1,  000 

Still  at  Job  Corps  center _  800 

In  transit  to  home  area  or  data  not 
received  from  local  employment  of¬ 
fice  because  of  lag  in  reporting _  1,  600 

In  counseling  and  assessment  pro¬ 
gram  -  1, 800 

Receiving  stipends _  1,  300 

Being  processed _  1,  300 


I  trust  that  this  Information  will  give  you 
a  clear  picture  of  what  has  happened  to 
enrollees  at  the  centers  to  be  closed. 

During  my  April  25  appearance  before  your 
committee  there  were  several  requests  made 
for  Information  which  I  promised  to  supply 
for  the  record,  but  which  we  were  unable  to 
furnish  the  committee  before  the  transcript 
was  printed.  I  am  now  enclosing  four  tables 
developed  in  response  to  your  inquiry  about 
the  need  in  the  United  States  for  manpower 
programs  and  the  extent  to  which  that  need 
is  being  met  (page  250  of  the  Hearings) . 
Also  enclosed  is  material  relating  to  the  cost 
of  operating  the  new  centers  (page  275  of 
the  Hearings) . 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  P.  Shultz, 

Secretary  of  Labor, 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washmgton,  May  29, 1969. 
Hon.  Alan  Cranston, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Cranston  :  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  questions  raised  in  your  teie- 
gram  of  May  7  concerning  recruiting  and 
processing  of  youngsters  for  the  Job  Corps. 

At  the  time  the  recruiting  freeze  was 
imposed.  Job  Corps  records  indicated  there 
were  3,542  maies  and  1,748  femaies  for  a 
totai  of  5,290  who  had  appiications  processed 
and  accepted. 

There  were  2,753  maies  and  1,272  females 
with  applications  in  various  stages  of  pro¬ 
cessing  by  Job  Corps. 

Screeners  have  been  advised  informally  to 
tell  youths  about  the  likely  delay  in  entry. 
The  following  communication  is  being  sent 
to  all  youths  whose  applications  are  pres¬ 
ently  held  by  the  Job  Corps: 

‘‘Dear - :  Your  application  for 

the  Job  Corps  has  been  processed  and  ap¬ 
proved.  At  the  present  time,  all  openings  in 
existing  Job  Corps  centers  are  filled.  As  open¬ 
ings  become  available,  you  will  be  assigned 
based  on  the  earliest  applications  on  file 
departing  first.  While  you  are  awaiting  as¬ 
signment,  you  should  check  in  regularly  with 
your  local  employment  service  office  and 
Ecreener.  In  closing.  Job  Corps  wishes  to 
thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  program 
and  will  advise  you  as  soon  as  openings 
become  available. 

“Sincerely, 

“Job  Corps  Regional  Administrator 

During  mid-June,  Job  Corps  will  begin 
assigning  young  men  to  Men’s  Urban  Cen¬ 
ters.  Civilian  Conservation  Center  assign¬ 
ments  are  expected  to  resume  in  mid-July, 
and  young  women  will  be  assigned  to  the  re¬ 
maining  centers  late  in  August  or  early  in 
September. 

Male  recruiting  will  begin  sometime  in  the 
middle  or  latter  part  of  June  and  female 
recruiting  in  late  July  or  early  August. 

Sincerely, 

George  P.  Shultz, 
Secretary  o)  Labor. 

Target  group  for  NYC  summer  programs 
(In-school  youth  14  to  21) 


Age,  sex,  and  race  Number 

Total,  14  to  21 _  1,530,000 


Total,  14  to  15 _  837,  000 


Male,  white _  242,  000 

Male,  nonwhite _  140,  000 

Female,  white _  292,  000 

Female,  nonwhite _  163,  000 


Total,  16  to  17--‘ _  215,  000 


Male,  white _  62,  000 

Male,  nonwhite _  37,  000 

Female,  white _  74,  000 

Female,  nonwhite _  42,  000 


Total,  18  to  21 _  478,000 


Male,  white _  138,  000 

Male,  nonwhite -  80,  000 

Female,  white _  167,  000 

Female,  nonwhite _  93,  000 

Department  of  Labor. 


Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  short  statement  and  then 
ask  one  or  two  questions.  I  am  the  first 
to  say  that  the  No.  1  urgent  need  in  our 
country  today,  so  far  as  meeting  the 
conditions  of  those  living  in  poverty  is 
concerned,  is  to  provide  jobs. 

I  have  a  high  priority  for  housing  be¬ 
cause  of  my  responsibilities  on  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Affairs  Subcommittee. 


But  I  think  that,  if  given  a  choice  of 
priorities,  I  would  say  that  jobs  should 
come  first,  because  we  would  probably 
not  be  able  to  have  housing  without  jobs, 
the  lack  of  which  brings  about  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  despair,  a  feeling  of  worthless¬ 
ness  in  a  society  that  is  the  most  affluent 
society  on  earth  today.  The  great  gap 
which  exists  between  those  who  work 
and  those  who  do  not  is  the  feeling  of 
being  wanted  and  needed.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  with  respect  to  young  peo¬ 
ple.  They  have  a  feeling  of  frustration 
during  the  summer  months,  when  they 
may  be  idle.  Such  a  time  of  year  brings 
young  men  and  women  out  on  to  the 
streets,  roaming  about.  I  think  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York, 
who  has  focused  upon  this  particular 
aspect  of  unemployment,  makes  a  very 
important  point. 

I  cannot  help  thinking  of  the  tragic, 
almost  disastrous  condition  we  have  in 
my  own  State  of  Illinois,  in  the  city  of 
Cairo,  where  once  again  blacks  and 
whites  are  engaged  in  an  exchange  of 
gunfire,  with  the  National  Guard  lining 
up  on  one  side  to  try  to  maintain  law 
and  order. 

Here  we  have  a  condition  that  appears 
to  be  a  racial  fight.  However,  I  cannot 
help  believe  that  down  underneath,  the 
underlying  struggle  is  for  jobs.  There  are 
too  few  jobs  in  that  community.  The 
power  structure  is  controlled  by  the 
whites.  It  is  jobs  that  the  blacks  want.  It 
is  possibly  for  control  of  the  power  over 
those  jobs  that  the  struggle  is  all  about. 

It  is  the  inadequacy  of  income  to  meet 
the  sufficiencies  of  living  that  brings 
about  these  clashes. 

The  same  condition  exists  in  East  St. 
Louis,  a  city  presently  in  great  difficulty. 
I  hope  that  our  himger  committee  can 
go  there  for  hearings  and  see  at  firsthand 
what  the  conditions  are  in  that  city, 
where,  under  normal  conditions,  year  in 
and  year  out,  one  out  of  four  young  black 
males  is  unemployed — 25  percent.  From 
month  to  month  they  have  a  feeling  of 
frustration  and  bitterness  because  of  the 
lack  of  utilization  of  the  education  they 
have  gained. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
doubt  the  need  at  all.  I  really  feel  that 
the  American  people  are  quite  prepared, 
over  the  long  pull,  virtually  to  guarantee 
a  job  to  every  person  who  is  able  to  work, 
and  willing  to  work. 

Mr.  President,  70  percent  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  responded  favorably  to  a  Gallup  poll 
question  as  to  whether  they  would  pro¬ 
vide  such  a  guarantee  to  an  Individual 
in  this  country. 

Thus,  the  American  people  are  willing 
to  move  up  to  see  that  if  private  indus¬ 
try  cannot  absorb  all  of  the  people  avail¬ 
able  for  work,  then  the  public  sector  will 
undertake  to  provide  the  skill,  the  edu¬ 
cation,  and  the  wherewithal  to  provide 
jobs  in  the  public  sector  or  as  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  private  sector,  so  that  we 
can  make  it  possible  for  those  who  are 
now  idle,  to  work. 

My  question  concerns  the  timing  and 
the  amount. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  present  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Schultz,  is  com¬ 
passionate,  knowledgeable,  and  an  ex¬ 
perienced  man  who,  above  all  men  I 


know,  desires  to  see  idleness  replaced 
with  worthwhile  work.  I  commend  the 
administration  for  not  wanting  to  see 
any  cuts  in  the  budget  over  last  year.  I 
am  concerned  that  just  the  increase  in 
our  population  alone  and  the  increase  in 
inflationary  pressures  should  they  just 
stand  still,  that  we  get  from  idle  money, 
may  release  the  amount  of  $55  million  so 
that  it  can  be  used.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  envision  as  the 
time  schedule,  if  we  approve  the  amend¬ 
ment,  that  it  be  made  a  part  of  the 
supplemental  bill  before  us. 

I  ask  the  Senator  rtom  New  York, 
what  processes  would  be  necessary,  how 
long  would  it  take  until  this  money  is 
actually  approved  and  can  be  dispensed 
and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  mayors 
so  that  it  can  actually  be  put  to  use  this 
summer?  After  all,  summer  has  begun, 
school  is  out  in  many  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  and  these  youths  are  now  idle. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the  time 
limits  are  practicable  because  this  is  a 
supplemental  and  the  House  has  already 
passed  it.  The  House  included  nothing  for 
this. 

I  should  like  to  join  with  the  Senator 
in  respect  to  what  he  said  about  Secre¬ 
tary  Schultz.  He  is  a  very  broad-gaged 
man,  with  a  deep  understanding  of  the 
problems  of  the  cities,  as  he  has  shown 
in  many  ways.  I  think  that,  in  this 
particular  case,  he  has  been  under  con¬ 
siderable  budgetary  pressure,  which  is 
understandable  because  I  think  the  Pres¬ 
ident  puts  that  on  every  Secretary,  so 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  gone 
about  as  far  as  he  can  go  in  his  survey 
of  his  own  regional  offices.  He  has  turned 
up  the  need  for  $25  million,  and  he  foimd 
some  $16  million  of  that  in  programs 
where  the  money  would  not  be  used  by 
the  30th  of  June.  Then  he  advised  us  that 
an  additional  $7.5  million  was  the  mini¬ 
mum  required.  Of  course,  that  is  provided 
for  in  the  bUl. 

Now  we  had  almost  a  similar  experi¬ 
ence  last  year,  when  we  came  in  very  late 
and  the  supplemental  appropriation  was 
not  made  available  until  July  2. 

The  supplemental  funds  were  used.  I 
know  what  our  experience  is  in  New  York 
City.  The  U.S.  conference  of  mayors  fig¬ 
ures  represent  additional  slots  that  can 
be  put  to  use  under  the  management 
techniques  by  which  summer  jobs  are 
given  to  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps 
in  every  one  of  the  50  cities,  and  the 
smaller  cities.  There  are  actually  far 
more  applications  and  people  who  need 
to  be  given  the  jobs  than  can  be  given. 
So  it  is  very  easy  and  quick  to  call  in 
the  people  to  whom  this  opportunity  has 
been  denied  and  give  it  to  them.  They 
are  very  delighted  to  get  it. 

In  addition,  the  way  in  which  this  pro¬ 
gram  works  now  is  that  there  are  only 
about  10  weeks,  with  the  $411  figure  per 
slot.  So  there  is  still  ample  opportunity, 
before  school  opens,  to  use  the  money. 

Furthermore — and  this  has  been  true 
in  other  situations — if  the  Senate  should 
adopt  this  $55  million  proposal,  with 
some  assurance  that  if  something  better 
than  what  is  offered  will  come  out  of 
conference,  every  city  win  keep  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  of  applicants  on  hand  to  be 
put  quickly  to  work  the  minute  the 


S6508 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


money  is  forthcoming.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  last  year  New  York  City  put  them 
to  work,  taking  a  chance  on  an  estimated 
figure  that  would  come  in.  That  is  the 
tactical  technique. 

I  will  say  that  this  is  just  about  the  last 
minute  to  get  anything  like  this  done.  I 
have  been  around  New  York  City  a  bit.  As 
the  Senator  knows,  we  have  quite  a  may-_ 
oralty  campaign  going  on  in  New  York 
City.  As  a  result,  I  have  been  around 
the  city  in  an  unusually  intensive  way, 
though  I  live  there  and  know  it,  any¬ 
way.  I  am  deeply  convinced  that  no  as¬ 
surance  can  be  given  as  to  which  way  the 
cities  will  go  this  summer.  I  think  that 
in  New  York  City  we  are  especially  for¬ 
tunate  to  have  a  mayor  who  has  a  repu¬ 
tation  for  being  able  to  keep  the  “roof” 
on  the  town.  That  will  help  us  a  great 
deal.  But  I  still  do  not  know,  and  I 
think,  with  all  respect,  nobody  knows, 
how  nicely  adjusted  the  temper  of  the 
community  is.  There  is  plenty  of  reason 
for  frustration.  Not  nearly  enough  has 
been  done.  At  the  same  time,  we  do  have 
some  good  marks  for  trying,  and  there 
are  some  visual  evidences  of  our  effort. 

I  wish  to  tell  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  he  should  take  tremendous  satis¬ 
faction  from  his  role  in  housing.  I  see  it 
on  every  side.  I  think  the  Appropriations 
Committee  has  recognized  it  by  the  res¬ 
toration  which  has  been  made  even  in 
the  supplemental  bill.  When  the  regular 
appropriation  bill  comes  before  us,  we 
may  have  a  little  trouble,  but  these  are 
very  good  programs,  especially  the  pro- 
•  gram  for  home  subsidies. 

I  feel  that  it  is  feasible  and  practical, 
as  the  Conference  of  Mayors  has  sug¬ 
gested,  to  act  now  on  this  particular  sup¬ 
plemental  bill,  which  has  to  be  completed 
before  the  end  of  the  month,  anyway,  for 
other  reasons  than  this  particular  appro¬ 
priation.  We  could  expect  that  the  money 
will  be  effectively  used  and  that  it  will 
have  a  measurable  impact  on  the  sit¬ 
uation  in  our  big  cities. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  something  that  is  very  interesting 
to  me.  Last  summer  the  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corps  was  very  effective  in  “cool¬ 
ing  down”  our  hot  cities.  This  was  not 
because  they  were  vigilantes  or  were 
special  policemen,  but  it  was  because  they 
wore  clean  clothing  and  were  in  effect 
saying,  “I  am  doing  something,  and  the 
Government  is  trying  to  help.”  This  was 
very  persuasive  on  people  who  were  in¬ 
clined  to  lose  their  temper  and  their 
heads. 

Considering  the  amount  involved,  I 
think  it  is  a  desirable  and  wise  provision 
by  us.  I  shall  put  it  to  the  Senate  in  the 
temperate  and  modest  way  in  which  I 
have  put  it  now.  Like  my  colleagues,  we 
are  exploring  a  field  where  the  difference 
between  a  situation  of  reasonable  accept¬ 
ability  and  one  which  is  very  dangerous 
to  the  country  may  be  a  hair’s  breadth, 
and  this  may  be  the  breadth. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  very  much  the  explanation  given  to 
me.  Pi’om  my  own  experience,  looking  at 
the  figures  of  the  request  for  the  city  of 
Chicago  that  has  been  submitted,  this 
sum  would  provide  an  additional  8,800 
jobs.  Here  is  a  city  of  3.5  million  people, 
and  one  wonders  what  difference  8,800 
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jobs  would  make.  But  it  does  make  a 
difference  to  every  single  boy  who  will 
be  employed  and  helped.  I  can  remember 
very  well  every  summer  I  worked  in 
between  school  terms.  I  can  remember 
how  it  added  to  my  experience  and  how 
I  felt  an  additional  importance  because 
of  that  work,  no  matter  how  menial  it 
was. 

Every  student  who  can  get  work  may 
prevent  himself  from  being  a  dropout. 
It  can  help  him  have  a  sense  of  worth¬ 
whileness.  It  can  give  him  a  sense  of 
appreciation  for  education,  which  is  the 
most  powerful  weapon  he  can  have,  and 
what  it  can  mean  to  him  in  later  life. 

In  my  own  city  of  Chicago,  what  we 
would  be  voting  for  would  be  to  give 
young  people  8,800  jobs  which  can  help 
them  feel  woi-th while,  and  not  like  an 
IBM  card,  unwanted,  unrelated,  and 
unneeded  in  a  society  which  is  moving 
ever  faster  and  leaving  the  individual 
behind.  Here  is  our  chance  to  step  up 
and  help. 

With  the  confidence  and  knowledge  of 
my  distinguished  colleague  in  this  field, 
in  which  he  has  been  so  preeminent,  we 
can  vote  to  so  employ  this  money.  I  hope 
we  can  do  it.  I  wish  we  could  increase 
the  money.  I  am  sympathetic  with  our 
administration’s  effort  to  try  to  stop 
inflation  and  to  try  to  protect  the  income 
of  people  who  are  having  their  pockets 
picked  because  of  the  ravages  of  infla¬ 
tion.  I  would  rather  see  the  money  cut 
out  of  some  other  part  of  the  budget  and 
put  into  these  jobs. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague.  He 
has  asked  a  question  which  is  very  per¬ 
ceptive.  According  to  the  figures  we  have, 
the  target  population  has  increased  by 
thousands.  We  will  have  something  like 
a  million  and  a  half  this  year.  That  is 
the  reason  for  doing  better. 

Mr.  PERCY.  So  if  we  do  the  same  as 
last  year,  we  are  slipping  back,  because 
of  the  population  increase.  We  must  add 
the  factor  of  population. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes. 

There  was  a  story  in  the  New  York 
Times  last  Sunday  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  the  private  industry  community  was 
expected  to  do  better.  Every  bit  of  evi¬ 
dence  we  have  indicates  the  private  busi¬ 
ness  community  will  have  to  do  much 
better.  After  all,  last  summer  was  not  a 
bed  of  roses.  I  hope  private  business  will 
do  better.  One  of  the  ways  to  encourage 
private  business  to  do  better  is  to  show 
that  we  will  do  better. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  his  support.! 


THE  ADAM  CLAYTON  POWELL 
DECISION 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court,  in  the  Adam  Clayton 
Powell  decision,  announced  today, 
showed  again  the  determination  of  the 
Supreme  Court  to  usurp  the  powers  and 
prerogatives  of  Congress. 

In  my  judgment,  the  decision  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  was  without 
power  to  exclude  Powell  from  the  90th 
Congress  was  contemptible  and  spiteful, 
and  an  arrogant  affront  to  Congress. 

It  gave  indication  of  Chief  Justice 
Warren’s  determination  to  use  what  I 
hope  is  his  swansong,  as  a  vehicle  to  give 


Congress  a  parting  slap;  and  also  to  try 
to  make  of  the  Supreme  Court  a  super- 
Government  riding  herd  over  the  other/ 
branches  of  Government  and  usurpii 
their  duties  and  responsibilities. 

It  mattered  not  to  Chief  Justice  War¬ 
ren  that  Powell  had  been  found  m  the 
House  to  be  guilty  of  misuse  o¥  public 
funds.  Warren  ruled  that  no  m^ter  how 
Powell  had  conducted  himseji^  if  he  had 
been  elected  by  his  const^ency,  was 
over  25,  had  been  a  citizeiy^r  more  than 
7  years,  and  was  an  injimbitant  of  the 
State  from  which  he  Wad  been  elected, 
he  could  not  be  denied  a  seat  of  the 
House  of  Represent^ives. 

Following  the  Court’s  reasoning.  Con¬ 
gress  must  seat/any  person  no  matter 
how  reprehensiole  his  conduct,  how  un¬ 
scrupulous  hi?  character,  no  matter  how 
disloyal  to y4thical  principles,  if  he  is 
elected  aM  meets  the  age,  citizenship 
and  residence  requirements  of  the  Con- 
stitutimL  No  other  qualifications  or  lack 
of  th^  can  be  brought  into  play. 

<e  Supreme  Court  ignored  the  fact 
tlyft  the  Constitution  gives  each  House 
^Congress  the  power  to  judge  the  quali- 
ications  of  its  Members  and  pxrnish  its 
Members  for  disorderly  behavior.  This 
power  of  Congress  has,  before  now,  been 
unquestioned  during  the  180  years  of  our 
existence  as  a  Republic. 

I  think  it  is  significant  that  the 
Supreme  Court  in  reaching  this  decision 
reversed  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  of  the  District  of  Coliunbia,  of 
which  Judge  Warren  E.  Burger  is  a 
member. 

Judfe  Burger’s  line  of  reasoning  will 
be  a  welcome  relief  from  that  of  Chief 
Justice  Warren. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  if  there  be  no  further  busi¬ 
ness  to  come  before  the  Senate,  I  move, 
in  accordance  with  the  previous  order, 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment 
until  12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  5 
^o’clock  and  42  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
ijourned  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday, 
Jiiiie  17,  1969,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  Jum  16,  1969,  under  authority  of 
the  order  ofShme  13, 1969: 

AssistaiN  Postmaster  General 
Harold  F.  Pau^t,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
an  Assistant  Postimster  General. 

Diplomatic  aiN  Foreign  Service 
Ridgeway  B.  KnighNof  New  York,  a  For¬ 
eign  Service  officer  of  \lie  class  of  Career 
Minister,  to  be  Ambass^or  Extraordinary 
and  Plenipotentiary  of  the'^^Tnited  States  of 
America  to  Portugal. 

U.S.  Advisory  Commission  onMnformation 
William  P.  Buckley,  Jr.,  of  Connecticut,  to 
be  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Advlsor\Commis- 
sion  on  Information  for  the  term  3  years 
expiring  January  27,  1972,  vice  SigurcT^.  Lar- 
mon,  term  expired. 

U.S.  District  Judge 

Gerald  S.  Levin,  of  Cailfornia,  to  be  U3 
District  Judge  for  the  northern  district  of 
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This  measure  will  iww  be  sent  to  the  President. 
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article,  "Scuttling  Tax  ReformyX  p.  H4927 


7.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Podel  1 /Stated  that  under  no  ^rcumstances  can  this  prime 
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of  them — have  returned  to  Dong  Ap  Bla,  the 
3,000-foot  mountain  where  U.S.  paratroop¬ 
ers  fought  a  bloody  battle  that  sparked  con- 
Seresslonal  criticism,  Intelligence  sources  said 
t^y. 

MaJ.  Gen.  John  M.  Wright  Jr.,  commander 
of  me  101st  Airborne  Division,  said  he  is 
prepay^  to  send  troops  up  the  mountain 
again  ^should  the  situation  warrant  It.” 

Wrigh^ald  there  are  no  present  plans  for 
another  gr^nd  assault,  but  added  Hill  937 — 
the  miiltai\  designation  for  Ap  Bla — “is  no 
different  frork  any  other  piece  of  terrain  In 
our  area  of  opKations.” 

If  it  becomes  l^essary  to  attack  again,  he 
said,  “I  am  propped  to  commit  everything 
that  it  takes,  up  ^  the  entire  division,  to 
do  the  Job.”  \ 

Wright  speculated  flhe  North  Vietnamese 
may  have  returned  toNiold  the  hill  as  an 
anchor  for  a  perimeter  guarding  nearby  sup¬ 
ply  caches  in  the  Ashau  V^ley  or  as  a  radio 
communications  base.  \ 

U.S.  aircraft  flying  near  th^ungled  slopes 
of  Ap  Bia  have  drawn  ground ^re  in  recent 
days  and  American  forces  ha;^  retaliated 
with  artillery  and  aerial  bombardment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  imt  wish 
to  comment  upon  military  tactics  ^de¬ 
tail.  I  must  say  that  this  meat  grinder 
operation  of  search  and  destroy,  of  ab^r 
donment  and  retaking,  is  perturbing 
Hamburger  Hill  is  still  there,  the  val¬ 
ley  is  still  there,  the  dead  have  been  re¬ 
moved,  and  the  Vietcong  are  back  on 
Hamburger  Hill. 

I  yield. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  Senator  that  I  think  there 
is  no  one  in  the  United  States  who  does 
not  want  this  war  to  come  to  an  end.  We 
want  to  support  President  Nixon  in  his 
efforts.  He  is  the  President,  and  he  has 
to  make  the  decisions.  However,  I  think 
it  is  high  time  that  he  recogniz^  that  a 
political  settlement  is  the  essence  of  the 
settlement  which  is  needed  to  carry  this 
matter  to  a  successful  conclusion.  Presi¬ 
dent  Nixon  has  said  this  repeatedly.  I 
hope  he  does  not  permit  his  decision  in 
the  past  to  reach  a  political  settlement  to 
be  interferred  with  by  people  who  are  not 
interested  in  political  settlement.  I  hope 
the  President  does  not  get  into  a  posi¬ 
tion  where  he  feels  that  the  preservay 
tion  of  the  present  regime  in  Saigonis 
more  important  than  his  own  basic  Xe- 
cision  on  this  matter.  / 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator/Since 
the  President  ruled  out  a  militarywictory 
I  see  no  feasible  course  exce^r  political 
conciliation  and  settlement,  ^hat  other 
way  is  there  to  end  the  war^cept  on  the 
battlefield  or  at  the  confel'ence  table? 

I  share  the  Senator’s ^ew  and  I  trust 
that  the  hard  decision  will  not  any 
longer  be  postponed./ 

Mr.  MANSFIELQr  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield/ 

Mr.  GORE.  I^ld. 

Mr.  MANSPIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  read  \\/at  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  fr/n  Tennessee  has  had  to  say 
with  a  gjreat  deal  of  interest.  He  indi¬ 
cates,  of^urse,  that  it  is  impossible  for 
us  to/'impose” — and  that  is  the  key 
word^a  coalition  government  in  South 
Vi/nam. 

/Mr.  GORE.  Or  the  will  of  the  people 
/TO  live  together  among  themselves  in 
peace. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  But  the  Senator  may  recall  that  in 


the  elections  of  September  a  year  ago 
in  South  Vietnam  two  groups  were  ex¬ 
cluded,  the  so-called  neutralists  and  the 
Vietcong. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  in  some  way 
it  would  be  possible  to  bring  about — so 
to  speak — a  coming  together  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  South  Vietnam,  including 
the  NLF,  neutralists,  and  others  not  al¬ 
lowed  to  vote  in  the  election  in  Septem¬ 
ber  a  year  ago. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  a  coalition  in 
South  Vietnam  is  inevitable,  and  the 
sooner  these  people  get  together  in  some 
way  or  other  and  bring  about  elections, 
which  President  Thieu  indicated  he 
would  be  in  favor  of,  the  better  off  they 
and  we  will  be. 

It  was  interesting  to  learn  that  Presi-  ' 
dent  Thieu,  perhaps  on  the  basis  of  pres¬ 
sure  from  the  present  administration, 
did  indicate  some  weeks  ago  that  his 
government  would  be  willing  to  meet 
with  representatives  of  the  NLP  pri¬ 
vately.  I  would  consider  that  to  be  th^' 
first  step  toward  public  meetings,  an/i 
that  he  would  allow,  thereafter,  tfie 
Vietcong  and  others  to  participa/  in 
elections  if  they  changed  their  ^bels. 
GTiat  is,  of  course,  gloss  and  d/^es  not 
naean  much.  / 

^owever,  the  Senator  is  ^-rect  that 
if  th^e  is  to  be  peace  in  V/cnam  it  will 
not  OB  on  the  battlefiel</T>ut  in  Paris, 
and  itNvill  be  on  the  basis  of  the  Viet¬ 
namese  i^iding  wha/Kind  of  govern¬ 
ment  theyWill  have  /id  what  the  future 
should  hol^for  tl/m,  because  the  de¬ 
cision  is  thein^  / 

Mr.  GORE.  l/nank  the  Senator.  It  is 
partly  for  tha^f^ason  that  I  have  felt, 
rightly  or  wronglX  that  a  phased  with¬ 
drawal,  a  long  and  ot^wn  out  withdrawal 
of  a  few  rasn  at  a  tinus^— 25,000  being  less 
than  5  percent  of  our  ^rces  there— car¬ 
ries  wLtn  it,  if  not  a  commtment,  at  least 
an  implied  commitment  toNseep  sufficient 
Am^ican  forces  there  to  naaintain  the 
'nueu-Ky  regime  in  power.  \ 

/  Mr.  Thieu  and  Mr.  Ky  shou^  be  told 
in  no  uncertain  terms  and  qui^y  that 
it  is  necessary  to  have  a  coalitiorpof  the 
factions  and  forces  of  the  peop^  of 
South  Vietnam,  and  all  of  our  effVts 
should  be  used  in  that  direction.  We  ^^l 
find  no  peace  in  maintaining  the  Thieu\ 
Ky  regime  in  power. 

I  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
that  only  a  few  days  ago  a  committee  of 
distinguished  Americans  returned  from 
an  investigation  in  South  Vietnam  and 
reported  to  this  country  that  thousands, 
many  thousands  of  political  prisoners, 
religious  leaders,  even  children  suspected 
of  being  sympathetic  with  the  Vietcong, 
are  prisoners  without  trial.  Are  we  to  find 
peace  or  security  in  supporting  such  a 
regime?  I  do  not  think  we  shall  find 
either. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  informed  the  Senate  that 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  15  U.S.C. 
1024(a),  the  Speaker  had  appointed  Mr. 
Brown,  of  Ohio,  as  a  member  of  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee,  to  fill  the 


existing  vacancy  thereon,  vice  Mr. 
Rumsfeld,  excused.  / 

The  message  announced  th/c  the 
House  had  passed  the  joint  r/rolution 
(H.J.  Res.  783)  making  furtl/r  contin¬ 
uing  appropriations  for  the/^Rscal  year 
1969,  and  for  other  purpos^  in  which  it 
requested  the  concurrence/of  the  Senate. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSPIE/D.  Mr.  President,  is 
there  further  riming  business? 

The  ACTIT^  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  ther/Turther  morning  business? 
If  not,  moi/lng  business  is  concluded. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Bill  Clerk.  H.R.  11400,  an  act 
making  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  Jime  30,  1969,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  teiii- 
pore.  Without  objection,  the  Senate  will 
resume  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pi-es- 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
committee  amendments,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  two  committee  amendments, 
the  first  on  pages  70,  71,  and  72  of  the 
bill,  and  the  second  on  lines  6,  7,  and  8 
on  page  73,  be  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and  that 
the  bill,  as  thus  amended,  be  regarded 
as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment,  provided  that  no  point  of 
order  shall  be  considered  to  have  been 
waived  by  reason  thereof. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc  are 
as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  10,  after  the  word  “Navy’  ”, 
strike  out  “$14,500,000”  and  Insert  “$21,- 
500,000”. 

On  page  2,  line  13.  after  the  word  "Force’  ”, 
strike  out  “$115,000,000”  and  insert  “$146,- 
000,000.” 

On  page  2,  line  20,  after  “$15,390,000,”  in¬ 
sert  “and  in  addition,  $8,910,000,  to  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
‘Procurement,  Marine  Corps’  ”. 

On  page  3,  after  line  17,  Insert: 

“Son,  Conservation  Service 
“flood  prevention 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Flood  pre¬ 
vention’,  $4,000,000  to  remain  available  until 
expended  for  emergency  measures  for  runoff 
retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention,  as 
provided  by  section  216  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1950  (33  U.S.C.  701  b-1).” 

On  page  4,  line  21  after  “Corps’,”  strike  out 
“$4,500,000”  and  insert  “$6,400,000.” 

On  page  5,  line  7,  after  “$3,600,000,”  Insert 
“and  in  addition,  $1,000,000  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  appropriation  ‘Procure¬ 
ment,  Marine  Corps’.” 

On  page  5,  line  12,  after  “$10,000,000,”  in¬ 
sert  “and  in  addition,  $3,000,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  ‘Research, 
Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Army’.” 

On  page  5,  line  18,  after  “$8,800,000,”  in¬ 
sert  “and  in  addition,  $5,377,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  ‘Other 
Procurement,  Air  Force’.” 

On  page  5,  after  line  20,  strike  out: 
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"General  Provision 

"Sec.  201.  Deficiencies  incurred  under  the 
terms  of  section  3732  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (41  U.S.C.  11),  shall  not  exceed 
the  amounts  of  the  estimates  In  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  91-50  and  91-94,  or  the 
amounts  provided  herein,  whichever  is  lower, 
for  each  such  authorized  purpose.” 

On  page  6.  after  line  10,  Insert: 

"LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR 
CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

"For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Loans  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay’, 
for  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  $18,736,000.” 

On  page  6,  line  23,  after  "$10,034,000,”  in¬ 
sert  “of  which  $95,000  for  the  Department  of 
Corrections  shall  remain  available  until  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1969,  and”. 

On  page  7,  after  line  16,  insert: 

"capital  outlay 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Capital 
outlay’,  $18,736,000,  of  which  $1,514,000  shall 
not  be  available  for  expenditure  until  July  1, 
1969.” 

On  page  8,  line  7,  after  “2,700,000”  Insert 
"to  be  derived  by  iiansfer  from  appropria¬ 
tions  for  ‘Economic  Assistance’,  fiscal  year 
1969,  of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel¬ 
opment,”. 

On  page  8,  after  line  13,  insert: 

"FUNDS  APPROPRIA'TED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

"International  Financial  Institutions 
"subscription  to  the  international 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

“For  payment  of  the  first  installment  of 
the  United  States  share  of  the  1969-1971  in¬ 
crease  in  the  resources  of  the  International 
Development  Association,  as  authorizied  by 
law,  $160,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

On  page  9,  line  6,  after  the  word  “tele¬ 
communications”,  strike  out  “$500,000”  and 
insert  “$777,000”. 

On  page  9,  line  16,  after  "$600,000”  insert 
"of  which  $100,000  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969”. 

At  the  top  of  page  10,  insert: 

"National  Science  Foundation 
"salaries  and  expenses 

“The  appropriation  granted  under  this 
head  in  the  Independent  OfiBces  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1969,  shall  be  available  for  the 
purchase  of  one  aircraft  for  replacement 
only.” 

On  page  10,  at  the  beginning  of  line  9, 
strike  out  “$2,573,000”  and  Insert  “$3,139,- 
000.” 

On  page  10,  line  13,  after  the  word  “pen¬ 
sions’,”  strike  out  “$179,000,000”  and  insert 
“$276,600,000”. 

On  page  10,  at  the  begining  of  line  17, 
strike  out  “$14,200,000”  and  insert  “$89,- 
200,000”. 

On  page  10,  line  20,  after  the  word  “care’,” 
strike  out  “$46,189,000”  and  insert  “$53,- 
800,000”. 

On  page  11,  line  8,  after  the  word  “by” 
strike  out  “$40,000,000”  and  Insert  “$50,- 
000,000”;  and  at  the  beginning  of  line  11, 
strike  out  “$40,000,000”  and  insert  $50,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  11,  after  line  22,  Insert: 

“Departmental  Management 
"fair  housing  program 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Fair  hous¬ 
ing  program’,  $1,000,000.” 

On  page  12,  after  line  13,  insert: 

“Education  and  Welfare  Services 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Education 
and  welfare  services’,  $2,781,000.” 

On  page  12,  at  the  beginning  of  line  19, 
strike  out  “$2,769,000”  and  insert  “$2,700,- 
000.  of  which  $150,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  September  30,  1969.” 


On  i>age  13,  after  line  2,  strike  out: 

“For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  ‘Land 
and  water  conservation  fund,’  as  authorized 
by  section  4(b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  4601-7),  for  liquidation  of  obligations 
incurred  against  such  fund  pursuant  to  law, 
$19,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended.” 

On  page  13,  after  line  14,  insert: 

“OFFICE  OF  THE  TERRITORIES 
“Administration  of  Territories 

“For  an  additional  amount  of  ‘Adminis¬ 
tration  of  territories’,  $950,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

On  page  13,  line  22,  after  the  word  “re¬ 
search’,”  strike  out  “$2,092,000”  and  insert 
“$2,242,000”. 

On  page  14,  after  line  1,  insert: 

“Health  and  Safety 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Health 
and  safety’,  $750,000  to  remain  available  un¬ 
til  September  30,  1969.” 

On  page  14,  line  7,  after  the  word  “fund’,” 
strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  Insert  “$10,000,- 
000”. 

On  page  14,  line  21,  after  “$1,353,000,”  in¬ 
sert  “of  which  $250,000  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  15,  line  9,  after  the  word  “protec¬ 
tion’,”  strike  out  “$2,479,000”  and  insert 
“$2,366,000”. 

On  page  15,  line  13,  after  the  word  “Con¬ 
struction’,”  strike  out  “$100,000”  and  insert 
“$1,103,000”. 

On  page  15,  line  19,  after  the  word  “man¬ 
agement*,”  strike  out  “$25,028,000”  and  Insert 
“$24,374,000,  of  which  $460,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  15,  line  4,  after  the  word  “  ‘Con¬ 
struction’,”  strike  out  “$200,000”  and  Insert- 
“$400,000”. 

On  page  16,  line  8,  after  the  word  “re¬ 
ceived”  Insert  “prior  to  September  1,  1969”. 

On  page  16,  after  line  20,  insert: 

“Manpower  Administration 

“manpower  development  and  training 

ACTIVITIES 

“For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  102  of  the  Man¬ 
power  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962, 
as  amended,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969.” 

On  page  17,  line  11,  after  the  word  “ac¬ 
tivities,”  insert  “$19,920,000”;  and,  after  the 
amendment  just  stated,  strike  out  “including 
payments  authorized  by  section  108(b)  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  ap¬ 
proved  June  20.  1968),  and  annual  Interest 
grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the 
Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended 
(Public  Law  90-575,  approved  October  16, 
1968),  $11,161,000,  of  wljich  $3,920,000  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  for  said  an¬ 
nual  interst  grants:  Provided,  ‘That,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  $160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  ‘Community  mental  health  resource 
support’.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  Provided  further,  ‘That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual 
Interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of 
the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any 
Institution  of  higher  education  unless  such 
institution  is  in  full  compliance  with  section 
504  of  such  Act”,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“of  which  $3,920,000  shall  be  for  annual  in¬ 
terest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of 
the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended  (Public  Law  90-575,  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  16,  1968),  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  said  annual  interest  grants,  and 
$16,000,000  shall  be  for  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the 
Higher  Eduction  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  to 
remain  available  through  June  30,  1970: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be 
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derived  by  transfer  from  ‘Community  mental 
health  resource  support’.  Public  Sealth  Serv¬ 
ice,  fiscal  year  1969:  Provided  further,  ’That 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
for  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by 
section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  90-675,  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant 
to  any  institution  of  higher  education  unless 
such  institution  is  in  full  compliance  with 
section  504  of  such  Act.” 

On  page  18,  line  23,  after  “$9,186,000,” 
insert  “to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1969”. 

On  page  19,  after  line  7,  strike  out: 
“district  of  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

“For  grants  and  loans  pursuant  to  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Medical  Facilities  Con¬ 
struction  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90—457) , 
$15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

On  page  19,  after  line  21,  Insert: 

“Social  Security  Administration 
“limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  of  ‘Limitation 
on  salaries  and  expenses,’  Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  $21,200,000,  to  be  expended,  as 
authorized  by  section  201(g)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  from  any  one  or 
all  of  the  trust  fimds  referred  to  therein.” 

On  page  20,  after  line  5,  insert: 

“senate 

“For  pajrment  to  Vide  G.  Bartlett,  widow 
of  E.  L.  Bartlett,  late  a  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Alaska,  $30,000. 

“The  clerk  hire  allowance  of  each  Sena¬ 
tor  from  the  States  of  Hllnols  and  Texas 
shall  be  increased  to  that  allowed  Senators 
from  States  having  a  p>opulation  of  eleven 
million,  the  population  of  said  States  having 
exceeded  eleven  million  inhabitants. 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Inquiries 
and  Investigations’,  fiscal  year  1968, 
$126,900.” 

On  page  21,  after  line  10,  Insert: 

“CHAPTER  IX 
“PUBLIC  WORKS 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE — CIVIL 
“Department  of  the  .Army 
“Corps  of  Engineers — Crvn. 

“flood  control  and  coastal  emergencies 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Flood  con¬ 
trol  and  coastal  emergencies’,  $25,000,000, 
to  remain  until  expended. 

At  the  top  of  page  22,  Insert: 

“INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
“Atomic  Energy  Commission 
“plant  and  capital  equipment 

“For  and  additional  amount  for  ‘Plant  and 
Capital  Equipment’,  $45,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

On  page  22,  line  7,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “IX”  to  “X”. 

On  page  22,  line  12,  after  “$65,000,”  Insert 
“of  which  $40,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  22,  line  23,  after  the  word  “ac¬ 
tivities’,”  strike  out  “$1,314,000”  and  insert 
“$1,277,000,  of  which  $101,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  23,  line  19,  after  “$2,505,000”  in¬ 
sert  “of  which  $162,000  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  24,  line  13,  after  “$1,187,000”  in¬ 
sert  “of  which  $737,000  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969”. 

At  the  top  of  page  25,  insert : 
“Environmental  Science  Services  .Adminis¬ 
tration 

“salaries  and  expenses 

“In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available 
in  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce  Appropriation  Act, 
1969,  for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned  offi¬ 
cers  and  payments  under  the  Retired  Service- 
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man’s  Family  Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall 
be  available  In  that  appropriation  for  such 
expenses.” 

On  page  26,  at  the  beginning  of  line  9, 
strike  out  “$1,975,000”  and  insert  “$1,948,000”. 

On  page  26,  line  12,  after  “$2,412,000”  In¬ 
sert  “of  which  $205,000  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30, 1969”. 

“Fees  and  Expenses  op  CotmT-AppoiNXED 
Counsel 

“For  an  additional  amotmt  for  ‘Fees  and 
expenses  of  court-appointed  counsel’,  fiscal 
year  1968,  $850,000. 

“For  an  additional  amoimt  for  ‘Fees  and 
expenses  of  court-appointed  counsel’,  fiscal 
year  1969,  $850,000.” 

On  page  27,  line  3,  after  “$97,500”  insert 
“of  which  $10,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969”. 

On  page  27,  line  7,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “X”  to  “XI”. 

On  page  27,  after  line  8,  insert: 

“Office  of  the  Secretary 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  expenses’,  $2,000,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  December  31,  1969,  for  necessary 
expenses  in  connection  with  the  consoli¬ 
dation  of  Departmental  activities  into  the 
Southwest  Area  of  Washington,  D.C.” 

On  page  28,  line  5,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “XI”  to  “XII”. 

On  page  28,  after  line  12,  insert: 

“U.S.  Secret  Service 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  expenses’  $470,000.” 

On  page  28,  at  the  beginning  of  line  21, 
strike  out  “$107,000”  and  insert  “$100,000”. 

On  page  28,  at  the  beginning  of  line  25, 
strike  out  “$200,000”  and  insert  “$147,000”. 

At  the  top  of  page  29,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “XI”  to  “XIII”. 

On  page  29,  line  8,  after  the  word  “Con¬ 
gress”  strike  out  “$16,880,812”  and  insert 
“$18,118,688”. 

On  page  30,  after  line  1,  insert: 

“Senate 

“Compensation  of  the  Vice  President  and 
Senators,  $458,270; 

“Salaries,  ofiicers  and  employees,  $1,647,837; 

“Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Senate,  $21,905; 

“Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate : 

“Senate  policy  committees,  $27,190; 

“Automobiles  and  maintenance,  $2,180; 

“Inquiries  and  investigations,  $370,640; 
including  $14,460  for  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations; 

“Folding  documents,  $2,565; 

“Miscellaneous  items,  $169,015,  including 
$100,500  for  payment  to  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol  in  accordance  with  section  4 
of  Public  Law  87-82,  approved  July  6,  1961;” 

On  page  32,  after  line  15,  Insert: 

“Senate  office  buildings,  $174,000; 

“Senate  garage,  $6,500;”. 

On  page  34,  line  2,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses’,”  strike  out  “$2,214,000”  and  insert 
“$2,114,000”. 

On  page  37,  line  17,  after  the  word  “pro¬ 
grams’,”  strike  out  “$2,300,000”  and  insert 
“$2,000,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  8,  after  the  word  “Army’,” 
strike  out  “$230,000,000”  and  insert 
“$300,000,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  10,  after  the  word  “Navy’,” 
strike  out  “$160,000,000”  and  insert  “$198,- 
700,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  12,  after  the  word 

“Corps’,”  strike  out  “$45,000,000”  and  insert 

“$61,500,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  14,  after  the  word 

“Force’,”  strike  out  “$214,000,000”  and  insert 
“$267,600,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  16,  after  the  word 

“Army’,”  strike  out  “$13,000,000”  and  insert 
“$16,400,000”. 

On  page  43,  line  22,  after  “$32,000,000,” 


insert  “and  in  addition,  $3,600,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
‘Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Defense  Agencies’  ”. 

On  page  44,  line  11,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses’,”  strike  out  “$1,000,000”  and  insert 
“$1,100,000”. 

On  page  47,  line  23,  after  the  word  from, 
strike  out  “the  amount  reserved  under”; 
and  in  line  24,  after  the  word  “Service,  strike 
out  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364”  and  insert  “fiscal  year  1969”  on  page 
48,  line  3,  after  the  word  “to”,  strike  out 
“said”  and  in  the  same  line  after  “201”  in¬ 
sert  “of  Public  Law  90-364”. 

On  page  66,  after  line  13,  insert:  “limita¬ 
tion  on  administrative  expenses.  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corporation, 
(Release  of  $4,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ;  ”. 

On  page  67,  line  4,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses’,”  strike  out  “$32,000”  and  insert 
“$41,000”. 

On  page  67,  line  16,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses”  strike  out  “$250,000”  and  insert 
“$400,000”. 

On  page  73,  after  line  8,  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  504.  Funds  appropriated,  or  other¬ 
wise  made  available,  by  this  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  shall  remain  available  for  obliga¬ 
tion  until  July  1,  1969,  or  for  five  days  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  whichever 
is  later,  unless  a  longer  period  is  specifically 
provided:  Provided,  That  all  obligations  in- 
cured  in  anticipation  of  such  appropriations 
and  authority  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  as  well 
as  those  for  l«nger  periods  as  set  forth  here¬ 
in  are  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  hereof.” 

FULL  FUNDING  FOR  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY 
GRANTS 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  pleasure  that  I  note  the  decision  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  restore 
the  full  funding  for  educational  op¬ 
portunity  grants.  Last  year  the  Senate 
agreed  to  appropriate  $140.6  million  for 
these  important  student  aid  grants.  In 
conference  with  the  House,  however,  $16 
million  was  deleted  from  the  bill.  Since 
the  appropriations  bill  was  long  overdue, 
there  was  no  practical  way  to  prolong 
the  fight  for  this  one  item  at  that  time. 

Now  the  decision  has  been  made  to 
restore  this  $16  million  item  and  to  bring 
appropriations  for  equal  opportunity 
grants  more  nearly  up  to  a  level  which 
meets  the  need.  Since  1966,  initial  year 
awards  have  been  made  to  123,000,  then 
132,000,  and  last  year  to  140,000  begin¬ 
ning  college  students.  At  the  same  time, 
through  the  efforts  of  the  colleges  them¬ 
selves,  and  under  the  inspiration  of  pro¬ 
grams  like  Upward  Bound  and  Talent 
Search,  more  students  than  ever  before 
are  becoming  interested  in  attending 
college. 

There  are  still  many  young  people  who 
will  not  be  able  to  go  on  to  higher  educa¬ 
tion,  even  with  the  full  funding  provided 
by  this  supplemental  appropriation.  But 
the  $16  million  restoration  will  go  a  long 
way  toward  filling  the  gap  for  1969.  I 
commend  the  committee  for  its  good  ef¬ 
forts,  and  express  my  sincere  hope  that 
the  sum  will  be  retained. 

RESTORATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITY  GRANTS 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
offer  my  support  for  the  restoration  of 
the  educational  opportunity  grant  funds 
as  recommended  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee. 


Last  April,  a  group  of  students  from 
each  of  the  State  universities  In  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Iowa,  Michigan,  Minnesota, 
Ohio,  and  Wisconsin  came  to  Washing¬ 
ton.  ’They  came  to  discuss  with  their  Sen¬ 
ators  and  Representatives  the  problems 
confronting  their  institutions  because  of 
the  shortage  in  Federal  financial  aid 
funds,  particularly  those  for  opportunity 
grants.  They  came  with  the  belief  that 
legal,  nonviolent  activities  through  the 
political  process  could  bring  about  de¬ 
sirable  change.  They  left  hopeful  that 
needed  funds  for  education  would  be  pro¬ 
vided. 

The  issues  raised  by  these  students 
have  been  reiterated  constantly  by  their 
professors,  deans,  and  college  presidents 
who  have  written  and  visited  their  con¬ 
gressional  delegation  urging  funds  for 
educational  opportunity  grants.  They  are 
rightly  concerned. 

Last  year  the  conference  committee 
considering  educational  opportimity 
grants  reallocated  $16  million  from  the 
$140.6  million  appropriations  for  this 
program.  The  loss  of  these  fimds  de¬ 
prived  about  32,000  deserving  students  of 
the  financial  assistance  they  needed  to 
attend  college.  In  Illinois  alone,  the  cutr 
back  meant  that  about  4,300  instead  of 
6,500  disadvantaged  students  received 
EOG  funds  for  education. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  now  making  a 
great  effort  through  Educational  Talent 
Search,  Upward  Boimd,  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  to  seek  out  young  people  and  en¬ 
courage  them  to  go  to  college  so  that 
they  can  become  contributing  members  of 
society.  EOG  funds  help  insure  that  they 
have  the  financial  means  to  obtain  this 
higher  education.  By  reducing  the  funds 
of  this  program,  we  are  doing  them  and 
our  country  a  disservice.  I  am,  therefore, 
pleased  that  the  committee  has  approved 
the  restoration  of  the  $16  million  to  ex¬ 
tend  educational  opportunities  to  eager 
and  ambitious  young  men  and  women. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  a  most 
compelling  reason  for  including  the  $16 
million  that  had  been  cut  from  the  ed¬ 
ucational  opportimity  grants  program 
in  this  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
is  that  we  will  be  keeping  faith  both  with 
our  institutions  of  higher  learning  and 
with  our  most  disadvantaged  students.  I 
commend  the  Appropriations  Committee 
for  its  action,  and  urge  the  Senate  and 
the  conference  committee  to  sustain 
that  action. 

The  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  re¬ 
quired  institutions  receiving  EOG  funds 
to  make  intensive  efforts  to  recruit  needy 
students.  The  act  advises  them  to  seek 
out  indigent  students  in  the  11th  grade 
or  lower,  and  to  make  conditional  educa¬ 
tional  opportunity  commitments  to  them. 

Many  such  commitments  have  been 
made.  When  last  year’s  appropriations 
for  the  EOG  program  were  reduced  by 
$16  million — reducing  thereby  the  num¬ 
ber  of  EOG  awards — many  colleges  were 
faced  with  a  difficult  problem:  they  had 
to  choose  between  breaching  faith  with 
students  by  breaking  those  commitments, 
or  increasing  their  institutional  deficits 
to  uphold  them.  Several  institutions  were 
forced  to  cut  back  or  delay  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  programs  for  the  benefit  of 
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highly  able,  but  financially  deprived, 
young  people.  In  the  words  of  Malcolm 
Moos,  president  of  the  University  of 
Minnesota: 

Such  federal  cutbacks  Jeopardize  not  only 
our  work  with  low  Income  students  pres¬ 
ently  at  the  university,  but  also  our  future 
recruitment  programs.  In  addition,  these 
cutbacks  create  hardships  for  the  student 
group  least  able  to  cope  with  them,  and  may 
well  Increase  campus  tensions  as  institutions 
are  unable  to  assist  our  economically  de¬ 
prived. 

Other  evidence  testifies  to  the  extent 
of  the  harm  which  would  result  from  any 
prolonged  reduction  in  EOG  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  shows  the  wisdom  behind  the 
Appropriations  Committee’s  recommen¬ 
dation.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
certain  relevant  letters  and  telegrams  be 
inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows: 


HEW  MEMORANDUM  OF  JUNE  12,  1969,  SHOWING  ESTIMATED 
NUMBER  OF  STUDENTS  TO  BE  AIDED  BY  S16,000,000 
RESTORATION 


Estimated 
number  of 
initial  year 
students 

Additional 
Under  students. 
Existing  $16,000,000  fiscal  year 

budget  increase  1970 

(1)  (2)  (3) 

Total . 

$100,200 

$132,190 

31,990 

10.  Alabama . . 

1, 350 

2,190 

840 

11.  Alaska _ _ 

40 

50 

10 

12.  Arizona . . 

1,100 

1,350 

250 

13.  Arkansas _ _ 

1,150 

1,270 

120 

14.  California _ 

9,050 

13,090 

4, 040 

15.  Colorado. . 

1,500 

1,710 

210 

16.  Connecticut _ 

1,300 

1,630 

330 

17.  Delaware  _ 

275 

300 

25 

18.  District  of  Columbia 

1.  800 

920 

120 

19.  Florida. . . 

2,450 

3, 010 

560 

20.  Georgia . . 

1,650 

2,270 

620 

21.  Hawaii . 

400 

400 

0 

22.  Idaho _ 

425 

520 

95 

23.  Illinois. . 

4,375 

6, 550 

2,175 

24.  Indiana _ 

2,450 

3,690 

1,240 

25.  Iowa . . 

2,100 

2,620 

520 

26.  Kansas . . 

1,825 

2,270 

445 

27.  Kentucky. . 

1,775 

2,100 

335 

28.  Louisiana _ 

2,150 

2, 520 

370 

29.  Maine _ 

450 

540 

90 

30.  Maryland . 

1,675 

1,680 

5 

31.  Massachusetts _ 

3,450 

5,010 

1,560 

32.  Michigan _ 

4,350 

5,960 

1,610 

33.  Minnesota. . 

2,650 

3,300 

650 

34.  Mississippi . 

1,300 

1,600 

300 

35.  Missouri . . 

2,600 

3, 460 

860 

36.  Montana . . 

550 

590 

40 

37.  Nebraska . 

1,075 

1,220 

145 

38.  Nevada . . 

125 

160 

35 

39.  New  Hampshire.  .. 

400 

530 

130 

40.  New  Jersey _ 

1,800 

2,270 

470 

41.  New  Mexico . 

600 

720 

120 

42.  New  York.  _ 

6,900 

10, 120 

3,220 

43.  North  Carolina _ 

2,500 

3,130 

630 

44.  North  Dakota. .i.. 

525 

760 

145 

45.  Ohio..  . . 

5,050 

6,540 

1,490 

46.  Oklahoma . 

2,200 

2,310 

110 

47.  Oregon _ _ 

1,300 

1,720 

420 

48.  Pennsylvania _ 

4,875 

6, 650 

1,775 

49.  Rhode  Island _ 

600 

760 

1 

50.  South  Carolina _ 

825 

1,210 

385 

51.  South  Dakota _ 

550 

660 

110 

52.  Tennessee . . 

1,900 

2, 910 

1,010 

53.  Texas . 

5,625 

7,350 

1,725 

54.  Utah _ 

1,425 

1,480 

55 

55.  Vermont _ 

375 

430 

55 

56.  Virginia _ 

1,850 

2,200 

350 

57.  Washington _ 

2,150 

2, 790 

640 

58.  West  Virginia _ 

1,000 

1,250 

250 

59.  Wisconsin _ 

2,400 

3,310 

910 

60.  Wyoming . 

250 

280 

30 

61.  U.S.  service  schools 

62.  Canal  Zone _ 

63.  Guam . . 

50 

50 

0 

64.  Puerto  Rico _ 

650 

850 

200 

66.  Virgin  Islands . 

10 

10 

0 

St.  Paul,  Minn., 

June  13,  1969. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Hamllne  University  urges  that  strong  con¬ 
sideration  be  given  towards  sustaining  the 


action  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  to  add  a  $16  million  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  Educational  Opportunity 
Grants  program  as  well  as  any  action  to¬ 
wards  receiving  a  supplemental  national  de¬ 
fense  loan  allocation.  The  programs  are  not 
presently  funded  at  the  level  needed  to  as¬ 
sist  the  number  of  students  eligible  for 
them. 

J.  B.  Knuesel, 
Director  of  Financial  Aids. 


St.  Paul,  Minn., 

June  13,  1969. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  serious  consideration  of  legislation 
for  supplementary  appropriation  for  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  aid  program  EOG  work  study. 
National  defense  loans  all  need  help. 

Leonard  Wenc, 

Director  of  Financial  Aid  MacAlester 
Collegee. 

St.  Paul,  Minn., 

June  13, 1969. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale, 

V.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  full  consideration  and  support  for 
additional  funding  of  H.E.W.Q  programs. 

Rat  Q.  Mock, 

Chairman,  Financial  Aid  College  of  St. 
Thomas. 

Mankato,  Minn., 

June  13, 1969.  . 

Walter  P.  Mondale, 

V.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Minnesota  State  Association  of  finan¬ 
cial  aid  administrators  urges  you  to  support 
the  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  na¬ 
tional  defense  student  loan  and  educational 
opportunity  grant  programs.  These  vital 
programs  must  be  funded  in  order  that 
institutions  of  higher  education  are  able 
to  assist  the  many  disadvantaged  students 
who  without  such  assistance  would  be  unable 
to  attend  college.  Your  assistance  will  be 
greatly  appreciated. 

Robert  J.  Matuska, 

President  of  Minnesota  State  Association 
of  Financial  Aid  Administrators  and 
Director  of  Financial  Aids,  Mankato 
State  College. 

St.  Peter,  Minn., 

June  13,  1969. 

Senator  Walter  P.  Mondale, 

U.S.  Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  support  the  supplemental  EOG  al¬ 
location  when  voted  on  in  the  Senate.  We 
are  unable  to  fund  many  eligible  EOG  candi¬ 
dates.  We  also  encourage  additional  funding 
of  NDEA. 

Bruce  Grey, 

Director  of  Financial  Aid,  Gustavus 
Adolphus  College. 


Northwest  Minnesota  Youth 
Development  Project, 

Bemidji,  Minn.,  March  21,  1969. 
Hon.  Robert  Finch, 

Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Secretary  Pinch:  As  the  director  of 
an  Educational  Talent  Search  program 
funded  under  the  Higher  Education  Act  of 
1965,  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
acute  problem  which  the  reduction  of  funds 
for  Educational  Opportunity  Grants  has  pre¬ 
cipitated. 

The  cut-back  puts  the  level  of  funding  for 
1969-70  initial  year  grants  22  per  cent  below 
that  of  the  current  school  year  for  econom¬ 
ically  disadvantaged  young  people  planning 
to  continue  their  education  beyond  high 
school.  This  tremendous  reduction  In  Initial 
year  grants  is  taking  place  at  a  time  when 
Educational  Talent  Search  counselors  have 


June  17,  1969 

been  identifying  ever  larger  numbers  of 
youth  who  should  pursue  higher  education. 
In  addition,  it  comes  after  financial  aid  ofB- 
cers  have  complied  with  the  requirements  of 
Section  407  of  Title  IV,  Part  A,  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  which  encouraged 
them  to  make  conditional  commitments  to 
high  school  eleventh  graders  and  lower.  For 
the  Federal  government  to  establish  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  Educational  Talent  Search  and 
request  financial  aid  ofBcers  to  make  condi¬ 
tional  commitments,  then  to  reduce  the 
funds  necessary  to  carry  through  these  com¬ 
mitments  will  result  in  vast  numbers  of  dis¬ 
illusioned  youth  from  the  ranks  of  those  we 
have  been  attempting  to  encourage. 

I  am  also  writing  to  the  representatives 
and  senators  from  the  state  of  Minnesota  to 
request  their  support  in  efforts  to  get  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  for  Initial  year  Edu¬ 
cational  Opportunity  Grants.  An  appropria¬ 
tion  of  16  million  dollars  would  restore  the 
reduction  that  has  been  made  at  the  com¬ 
mittee  level.  I  feel  that  it  would  be  of  tre¬ 
mendous  assistance  to  them,  however.  If  the 
administration  would  recommend  such  a 
supplemental  appropriation.  It  is  my  feeling 
that  the  minimum  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  that  should  be  considered  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Congress  is  the  16  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  necessary  to  restore  the  funding 
to  the  1968-69  level.  There  would  still  be 
numerous  eligible  students  who  would  not 
be  able  to  gain  assistance,  but  at  least  we 
would  not  be  losing  ground. 

Immediate  action  is  necessary  as  the  funds 
sought  come  from  Fiscal  1969.  In  addition,  it 
is  imperative  that  the  colleges  be  notified  of 
the  restoration  of  fimds  soon  to  enable  them 
to  provide  needy  students  with  the  financial 
aid  packages  necessary  for  them  to  continue 
education.  Hopefully,  this  can  be  accomp¬ 
lished  before  they  become  disillusioned  with 
our  Federal  government  and  Its  various 
programs. 

I  am  also  writing  to  Acting  Commissioner 
Muirhead  and  to  President  Nixon  to  request 
their  support  in  this  serious  situation. 

Sincerely, 

Mark  O.  Paulson, 

Director. 


Redwood  Falls,  Minn., 

June  15, 1969. 

Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  Attached  is  a  copy 
of  a  letter  received  by  my  18  year  old  son  who 
graduated  this  Spring  from  the  Redwood 
Falls  High  School.  He  has  previously  applied 
and  been  accepted  for  attendance  at  South¬ 
west  Minnesota  State  College  at  Marshall, 
Minn,  beginning  with  the  FaU  term.  Your 
attention  is  particularly  invited  to  the  second 
sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
attached  letter. 

It  is  going  to  be  difficult  to  reconcile  his 
feelings  that  he  may  be  unable  to  attend 
college  for  lack  of  the  amount  required  to 
supplement  his  first  year  attendance  ex¬ 
pense.  With  over  40  Billion  being  expended 
in  Vietnam  annually  and  a  like  amount  In 
the  military  complex,  the  sum  required  by 
him  seems  like  a  mite.  The  question  is, 
which  Is  more  important? 

Your  reply  will  be  greatly  appreciated  so 
I  can  explain  to  my  son  what  his  future  pos¬ 
sibility  is  In  regard  to  attending  College. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Harry  C.  Walter. 


Indiana  University, 
Bloomington,  Ind.,  June  6,  1969. 
Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  I  wish  to  urge 
serious  consideration  of  restoration  of  funds 
to  the  federal  student  aid  programs— more 
particularly,  the  Educational  Opportunity 
Grant  Program.  At  this  time  In  our  history, 
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with  rising  student  expectations  and  rising 
college  costs,  the  necessity  for  a  program 
designed  for  students  from  low  Income  fami¬ 
lies  Is  critically  apparent. 

At  Indiana  University,  for  example,  we  are 
bringing  to  the  campus  this  smnmer  200 
very  disadvantaged  students  to  begin  their 
college  work.  The  summer  work  Is  prei)ara- 
tlon  to  their  continuing  education  In  the  fall. 
Almost  all  of  these  students  require  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  EOG  Program.  By  pxrovidlng 
for  this  group  of  students,  we  have  only 
$35,000  In  EOG  funds  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  other  entering  freshmen  who  need 
$250,000  in  EOG  funds.  Therefore,  many 
deserving  and  otherwise  qualified  students 
will  be  denied  the  opportunities  of  higher 
education. 

It  Is  Important  that  the  maximum  amount 
of  funds  p>osslble  be  restored  to  the  EOG 
Program.  I  stress  the  concern  of  filnanclal  aid 
officers  for  providing  financial  assistance  to 
the  economically  disadvantaged.  We  hope  the 
Congress  will  provide  the  funds  necessary  to 
meet  our  commitments  to  the  students. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edson  W.  Sample, 
Assistant  Director. 

Mat  27,  1969. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  The  students  at 
Augsburg  College,  Mlnneapohs,  received  no¬ 
tice  last  week  that  Federal  frmds  for  the 
coming  school  year  were  cut  severely.  Al- 
thoxigh  the  cuts  did  not  affect  me,  many  of 
my  friends  had  their  scholarships  and  grants 
significantly  reduced.  As  a  member  of  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Education,  I  would 
ask  you  to  please  do  all  you  can  to  prevent 
any  further  cuts,  and.  If  possible  to  restore 
what  has  been  lost.  The  cost  of  attending  a 
private  college  has  soared  the  past  three 
years  and  cutbacks  In  aid  are  making  the 
price  of  attending  a  private  college  beyond 
the  reach  of  many  middle  class  incomes.  Cer¬ 
tainly  schools  such  as  Augsburg  play  a  vital 
role  in  enriching  our  American  society  and  I 
would  stress  the  fact  that  government  inter¬ 
est  and  support  for  them  is  a  wise  invest¬ 
ment. 

I  will  be  a  senior  at  Augsb\irg  in  the  fall 
and  have  come  to  a  fairly  full  realization  of 
the  ridiculous  contradictions  in  our  societies' 
value  system.  Student  revolt  can  hardly  be 
termed  an  unexpected  phenomenon,  and  al¬ 
though  I  heartily  disapprove  of  needless  de¬ 
struction  and  the  kind  of  student-initiated 
violence  we  have  witnessed  this  past  year,  I 
share  the  frustration  and  helpless  anger  that 
gives  rise  to  unrest.  Certainly  the  co-exist¬ 
ence  of  a  war  in  Viet  Nam  and  government 
cutbacks  in  aid  to  fine  educational  institu¬ 
tions  symbolizes  the  tragic  confusion  that 
exists  in  our  government  today. 

Prom  what  I’ve  heard  of  you,  I  would 
guess  that  you  might  agree  with  much  of 
what  I’ve  said,  but  I  nevertheless  ask  your 
help  and  yom-  understanding.  A  nation  of 
concerned  young  people  and  a  community  of 
hopeful  students  is  watching. 

Sincerely, 

Mart  Alice  Long, 

Class  of  1970. 


Southwest  Minnesota  State  College, 

Marshall,  Minn.,  June  12, 1969. 
Charles  H.  Walter, 

Redwood  Falls,  Minn. 

Dear  Charles:  The  Financial  Aids  Com¬ 
mittee  has  reviewed  your  application  and  we 
regret  we  shall  be  unable  to  grant  you  finan¬ 
cial  aid  for  the  coming  academic  year  at 
Southwest  Minnesota  State  College. 

Your  application  definitely  indicates  that 
you  are  in  need  of  financial  assistance  to 
attend  the  college.  However,  a  reduction  In 
Federal  funds  for  the  coming  academic  year 
has  made  it  Impossible  for  us  to  provide  as¬ 
sistance  to  you. 

However,  attempts  are  being  made  at  this 


time  to  secure  additional  funds  for  our  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  program  and  If  additional  funds 
are  obtained,  you  will  be  among  the  first  to 
be  considered  for  financial  aid. 

In  the  meantime,  we  would  strongly  sug¬ 
gest  that  you  investigate  the  Guaranteed 
Bank  Loan  program.  This  program  is  ad¬ 
ministered  by  local  banks  and  you  should 
check  with  banks  In  your  area  to  see  if  they 
participate  in  the  program.  These  loans  are 
made  to  students  at  no  Interest  rate  while 
you  are  in  school  and  a  seven  percent  (7%) 
rate  of  interest  after  you  leave  school  with 
five  to  ten  years  to  repay  the  loan. 

We  are  sorry  we  cannot  be  of  assistance 
at  this  time  but  you  will  be  hearing  from 
us  If  additional  funds  are  made  available. 

If  you  have  questions,  please  do  not  hesti- 
tate  to  call  upon  us. 

Sincerely, 

Melvin  R.  Renner, 

Director  of  Admissions  and  Registrar. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  I  call  my  colleagues’  attention 
to  two  letters,  one  received  from  a  senior 
at  Augsburg  College  in  Minneapolis, 
Minn.,  and  the  other,  from  a  father 
whose  son  has  been  denied  financial  aid. 

I  stress,  gentlemen,  that  it  is  not  only 
in  response  to  such  clear  expressions  of 
need  that  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  has  called  for  a  restoration  of  the 
EOG  funds.  It  is  also  in  direct  response 
to  the  mandate  of  certain  basic  Ameri¬ 
can  traditions.  For  generations,  the 
United  States  has  been  known  as  the 
land  of  opportunity;  for  generations,  we 
have  vowed  that  every  American’s  birth¬ 
right  includes  equal  opportunity,  per¬ 
sonal  freedom,  and  self-determination. 
More  recently,  we  have  recognized  that 
a  precursor  for  the  exercise  of  that 
birthright  is  knowledge,  which  can  be 
achieved  only  with  the  access  to  advanced 
and  continuing  education.  As  a  people, 
we  are  committed  to  the  value  and  prom¬ 
ise  of  education;  as  a  Government  of 
the  people,  we  are  committed  to  making 
that  promise  a  reality.  The  EOG  pro¬ 
gram,  enhanced  by  this  supplemental 
appropriation,  contributes  to  that  ef¬ 
fort,  and  it  deserves  our  support. 

To  say  that  the  EOG  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  would  be  an  improvement 
is  not  to  say  that  nothing  remains  to  be 
done.  On  the  contrary,  as  the  Nixon  Task 
Force  Report  on  Education  has  itself 
reported : 

Among  the  most  serious  problems  facing 
education  in  the  Nation  is  that  of  the  finan¬ 
cing  of  higher  education.  Viewed  as  a  prob¬ 
lem  extending  over  the  next  decade,  it  is  a 
matter  of  more  than  doubling  the  resources 
available  to  colleges  and  universities,  from 
the  present  $17.2  billion  to  approximately 
$41  billion,  to  provide  places  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  3  million  students,  many  of  them  from 
disadvantaged  backgrounds. 

I  suggest  that  the  major  challenges  in 
education  still  confront  us.  This  is  high¬ 
lighted  by  the  fact  that  even  if  we  ap¬ 
prove  this  supplemental  appropriation 
now  before  us,  EOG  initial  year  appro¬ 
priations  for  fiscal  year  1969  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  only  57  percent — $68  million, 
compared  with  $120  million  requested — 
of  the  total  amount  requested  by  institu¬ 
tions  for  initial  year  grants.  I  stress, 
therefore,  that  we  should  support  this 
restoration  of  funds  with  full  awareness 
of  the  fact  that,  while  it  will  at  least 
prevent  a  slip  backwards,  it  does  not  pro¬ 


vide  for  the  tremendous  forthright  ad¬ 
vance,  which  we  require. 

I  repeat,  my  approval  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  action,  and  I  urge 
that  we  concur  with  that  action,  under¬ 
standing  that,  at  best,  we  are  only  be¬ 
ginning  to  meet  the  obligations  of  the 
Nation  and  the  needs  of  its  young 
people. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  would  hke 
to  say  that  I  am  proud  of  my  colleagues 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee.  By 
their  action  in  restoring  $16  million 
greatly  needed  dollars  for  educational 
opportunity  grants,  they  have  shown  an 
admirable  sense  of  justice  and  consci¬ 
ence.  These  are  diflQcult  times,  it  is  true, 
but  it  is  unjust  to  vent  our  spleen  and 
attempt  false  savings  in  the  wrong  place, 
against  the  wrong  people. 

Since  the  $16  million  was  cut  from  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grants  late  last  sum¬ 
mer,  college  financial  aid  officers  have 
had  the  miserable  task  of  turning  away 
qualified  but  financially  disadvantaged 
applicants  because  of  lack  of  funds.  In 
many  States  and  at  many  colleges,  funds 
available  for  these  grants  have  been 
enough  to  meet  only  40  to  60  percent  of 
the  need,  and  sometimes  even  less  than 
that. 

I  will  give  you  a  couple  of  examples. 
Flint  Community  Junior  College,  which 
along  with  many  other  community  col¬ 
leges  throughout  the  country  has  been 
actively  engaged  in  attracting  and  train¬ 
ing  students  from  disadvantaged  fami¬ 
lies,  reports  that  it  will  be  able  to  aid 
only  20  students  with  educational  op¬ 
portunity  grant  funds,  whereas  it  really 
needs  sufficient  funds  to  aid  80  students. 
What  will  become  of  the  other  60?  Delta 
College  in  Michigan  will  suffer  the  same 
kind  of  cut  in  funds,  calls  it  a  disaster 
and  says  that  with  these  cuts  it  will  not 
be  atjle  to  meet  commitments  made  to 
the  disadvantaged  as  long  as  2  years  ago. 
As  one  more  example,  here  is  the  effect 
of  the  educational  opportunity  grant 
fund  cut  at  Schoolcraft  College  in  Livo¬ 
nia,  Mich.  This  college  had  requested 
$20,000  for  educational  opportunity  grant 
support  for  40  initial-year  awards.  They 
now  estimate  that  they  will  be  able  to 
provide  this  assistance  to  only  nine  stu¬ 
dents. 

The  restoration  of  $16  million  for  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grants  will  go  a  long 
way  toward  elleviating  this  problem,  and 
allowing  the  colleges  to  carry  through 
with  their  commitments  to  the  young 
people  in  their  communities.  I  sincerely 
hope  that  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
will  permit  this  restoration  to  go  through 
and  will  fight  for  it  in  conference. 

Mr.  President,  among  the  many  letters 
and  telegrams  I  received  from  Michigan, 
urging  congressional  support  for  the  ed¬ 
ucational  opportunity  grants  program, 
is  one  from  Mary  Konopnick  of  Mt. 
Clemens,  Mich.  Miss  Konopnick’s  letter 
is  so  eloquent  a  testimonial  to  the  value 
of  this  program — to  the  country  and  to 
the  individual — that  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  her  letter  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows ; 
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Mt.  Clemens,  Mich., 

June  3,  1969. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 

Federal  Building, 

Detroit,  Mich. 

Dear  Senator  Hart;  Have  you  ever  won¬ 
dered  just  exactly  what  happens  with  money 
that  you  and  other  Senators  earmark  for 
aid  to  education?  Let  me  offer  myself  as  an 
example  or  “proof  of  productivity”  from 
these  educational  bills  that  you  endorse.  ■ 

My  name  Is  Mary  Konopnlck,  I’m  22  years 
old,  a  resident  of  Mt.  Clemens,  Michigan  and 
a  recent  graduate  of  Western  Michigan  Uni¬ 
versity.  I  attended  my  four  years  at  Western 
almost  entirely  on  federal  and  state  funds. 
If  these  fimds  were  not  made  available  to  me 
in  the  form  of  loans  (National  Defense) , 
scholarships  (Michigan  Higher  Assistance 
Authority  Tuition  Scholarship  and  Univer¬ 
sity  Scholarships) ,  and  Grants  {Educational 
Opportunity  Grant  including  the  now  de¬ 
funct  Government  Incentive  Award) ,  I  would 
most  likely  never  have  attended  school  or 
still  be  in  the  process  of  struggling  through 
trying  not  to  become  too  discouraged. 

Instead,  today  I  hold  a  B.A.  Degree  and  a 
Secondary  Provisional  Teaching  Certificate. 
My  immediate  plans  (if  I  can  Manage  finan¬ 
cially)  are  to  attend  Medlll  Graduate  School 
of  Journalism  at  Northwestern  University 
in  June. 

During  the  past  four  years,  I  feel  that  I 
have  put  government  funds  to  good  use  by 
being  on  the  Dean’s  List  for  six  semesters,  by 
being  admitted  to  a  Freshman  Woman’s  Hon¬ 
orary  Society,  by  being  inducted  into  a  na¬ 
tional  Educational  Honorary  Society  (Kappa 
Delta  Pi),  by  working  at  the  Job  Corps  in 
Battle  Creek  (scholarship  funds  mode  it 
possible  for  me  to  hold  down  only  a  part- 
time  job  giving  me  more  free  time  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  worthwhile  programs)  and  by 
graduating  cum  laude. 

I  recognize  the  necessity  of  education  in 
our  society  today  and  am  most  appreciative 
that  I  was  able  to  secure  a  good  start  on  one 
with  your  and  the  government’s  aid.  You 
may  be  sme  that  I  totally  support  any  edu¬ 
cational  bills  or  programs  which  allocate 
funds  to  universities  to  be  used  to  provide 
students  with  financial  aid  to  complete  their 
education.  I  hope  that  you,  also,  will  give 
your  support  to  continue  such  programs  and 
to  inaugurate  new  ones.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

Mart  Konopnick. 

Mr.  EAGLETON.  Mr.  President,  it 
Is  a  tribute  to  the  good  judgment  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  that  the 
supplemental  bill  provides  for  the 
restoration  of  $16  million  in  educational 
opportimity  grants  for  disadvantaged 
college  students.  The  committee’s  action 
will  increase  the  number  of  Initial-year 
awards  for  the  next  academic  year  from 
100,200  under  the  $124,600,000  now  avail¬ 
able  to  132,000.  Although  this  is  less  than 
the  140,500  first-year  awards  in  the 
1968-69  academic  year,  it  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction.  I  believe  firmly  in 
the  goals  that  the  EOG  program  is  de¬ 
signed  to  fulfill. 

In  our  complicated,  credential-oriented 
society,  there  can  be  no  frustration  so 
damaging  or  debilitating  as  to  be  denied 
access  to  a  college  education.  That  there 
are  stiU  people  in  this  country  unable  to 
attend  a  college  or  university  simply  be¬ 
cause  of  a  lack  of  the  necessary  finances 
is  a  blight  on  our  social  conscience.  If 
equality  of  opportunity  is  to  be  more 
than  a  cliche,  or  a  hollow  and  cynical 
catchword,  the  Government  has  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  guarantee  a  fair  start 
for  those  who  suffer  from  social  and 
economic  Inequities  not  of  their  own 
creation. 


By  now  most  colleges  and  universities 
have  begun  vigorous  recruiting  efforts 
among  the  disadvantaged.  College  enroll¬ 
ments  will  increase  by  approximately  3 
million  students  during  the  next  decade. 
Many  of  these  will  come  from  economi¬ 
cally  deprived  backgrounds,  and  they  will 
require  financial  assistance  in  order  to 
meet  the  increasing  costs  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation.  At  the  same  time,  universities 
themselves  are  becoming  more  and  more 
hard  pressed  financially,  and  the  number 
of  institutions  with  any  discretionary 
funds  to  use  for  student  aid  purposes  on 
those  occasions  when  Federal  programs 
are  curtailed,  or  fail  to  keep  pace  with 
the  need,  is  rapidly  diminishing.  The 
combination  of  increased  enrollments 
generally,  a  larger  proportion  of  students 
from  disadvantaged  backgroimds,  and  a 
leveling  off  or  reduction  In  student  aid 
support,  is  creating  a  squeeze  on  colleges, 
and  cannot  fail  to  create  disillusionment 
and  despair  among  many  deprived  young 
people. 

The  principle  of  guaranteeing  equal 
educational  opportimity,  Mr.  President, 
is  at  all  times  unassailable.  And,  at  a 
time  of  acute  social  imrest,  the  failure  to 
act  on  that  principle  is  simply  not  very 
pragmatic.  President  Nixon  has  said  that 
he  does  not  want  any  yoimg  man  or 
woman  in  America  to  be  denied  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  higher  education  simply 
because  he  or  she  lacks  the  financial  abil¬ 
ity.  I  doubt  that  anyone  in  Congress 
would  disagree  with  that  sentiment. 

The  persons  whom  the  EOG  program 
seeks  to  help  are  serious,  career- 
oriented  students,  many  of  whom  al¬ 
ready  have  the  responsibility  of  provid¬ 
ing  at  least  i>artial  support  for  parents 
and  siblings. 

The  restoration  of  this  money  for  the 
EOG  program  is  a  humane  and  decent 
gesture.  It  is  also  quite  practical  as  an 
investment  in  our  national  well-being. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  state  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  that  has  not  been 
agreed  to. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  i>age  70,  after  line  3,  strike  out: 

"Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by 
the  Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations 
and  other  budgetary  proposals  varies  frwn 
the  President’s  recommendations  thereon, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action 
or  inaction  on  exp^enditures  and  net  lending, 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

"(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodically  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation 
of  this  section.  ’The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the 
first  session  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and 
at  the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter  there¬ 
after.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof.  Insert: 

‘‘Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $187,900,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  Increased 
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or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount  by 
which  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than  or 
lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net 
lending  In  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  for— 

“(1)  items  designated  ‘Open-ended  pro¬ 
grams  and  fixed  costs’  in  the  table  appearing 
on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document 
Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first  Con¬ 
gress)  ; 

“(2)  the  item  designated  ‘Special  South¬ 
east  Asia  support’  in  the  table  appearing  on 
page  27  of  that  budget;  and 

“(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  feder¬ 
ally  impacted  areas,  under  the  Acts  of  Sep¬ 
tember  23  and  September  30,  1950  (20  U.S.C., 
chs.  13  and  19) . 

“(b)  ’The  President  shall  reserve  from  ex- 
penditm-e  and  net  lending,  from  appropria¬ 
tions  or  other  obligational  authority  hereto¬ 
fore,  herein,  or  hereafter  made  available  (in¬ 
cluding  amounts  made  available  to  carry  out 
programs  to  which  title  IV  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Amendments  is 
applicable) ,  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a). 

“Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall 
be  in  amounts  sufficient  to  Insure  reductions 
of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000  in  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending,  below  the  amoimts 
recommended  In  the  April  review  of  the  1970 
Budget,  for  programs  other  than  those  desig¬ 
nated  in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (a) . 

“(c)  In  the  administration  of  any  program 
as  to  which — 

“(1)  the  amount  of  expenditures  or  net 
lending  is  limited  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) , 
and 

“(2)  the  allocation,  grant,  apportionment, 
or  other  distribution  of  funds  among  recipi¬ 
ents  is  required  to  be  determined  by  applica¬ 
tion  of  a  formula  involving  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  or  otherwise  made  available  for 
distribution,  the  amount  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  or  obligation  (as  determined  by  the 
President)  shall  be  substituted.  In  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  formula,  for  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  or  otherwise  made  available.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

’The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  On 
page  70,  Insert  the  following: 

strike  out  the  colon  at  the  end  of  line  25 
and  all  that  follows  through  and  including 
fine  16  on  page  72,  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  ”,  except  by — 

“(1)  those  expenditures  In  excess  of  $25,- 
400,000,000  that  the  President  may  determine 
are  necessary  in  behalf  of  our  military  effort 
In  Southeast  Asia, 

“(2)  those  expenditures  for  interest  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  amoimts  shown  for  Interest  in  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  (H.  Doc.  91-15 
Part  I,  Ninety-first  Congress)  for  such  fiscal 
year, 

“(3)  those  expenditures  for  benefits  and 
services  administered  by  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  under  the  provisions  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
shown  for  such  expenditures  in  such  budget 
for  such  fiscal  year,  and 

“(4)  those  expenditures  from  trust  funds 
established  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as’ 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts  shown  for 
such  expenditures  in  such  budget  for  such 
fiscal  year.  For  purposes  of  jiaragraphs  (3) 
and  (4),  there  shall  be  taken  into  account 
only  those  expenditures. required  to  be  made 
under  laws  enacted  prior  to  July  1,  1969. 

“(b)  To  effectuate  the  provision  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a),  the  President  shall  reserve  from 
exiienditure  such  amounts  from  such  appro¬ 
priations  or  other  obligational  authority. 
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heretofore  or  hereafter  roade  available,  as  he 
may  prescribe.” 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 


CONFIRMATION  OF  NOMINATION  OP 
WILL  E.  LEONARD,  JR. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  as  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  I  report  favorably  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance  the  nomination  of 
Will  E.  Leonard,  Jr.,  of  Louisiana,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  U.S.  Tariff  Commission. 

The  term  of  Mr.  Leonard  on  the  Tariff 
Commission  expired  yesterday.  In  order 
that  his  service  on  the  Commission  might 
not  be  interrupted,  but  be  continuous,  it 
is  necessary  that  his  nomination  be  con- 
fiimed  today.  I  therefore  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  vote  on  the  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  nomination  take  place  now. 
In  the  event  that  a  Senator  should  wish 
to  object,  although  I  have  no  knowledge 
of  any  objection  that  might  be  made,  I 
should  be  happy  to  have  the  action  on 
the  nomination  reconsidered  tomorrow. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pwre.  Without  objection,  the  nomination 
is  confirmed. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  de¬ 
sire  that  the  President  be  notified  of  the 
confirmation  of  the  nomination? 

Mr.  LONG.  No,  not  at  this  time.  I  shall 
ask  for  that  action  tomorrow. 


RECESS 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  recess  subject  to  the  call 
of  the  Chair,  with  the  understanding  that 
the  recess  will  not  extend  beyond  2  p.m. 
today. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

At  1  o’clock  and  40  minutes  p.m.  the 
Senate  took  a  recess  subject  to  the  call  of 
the  Chair. 

At  2  p.m.  the  Senate  reconvened,  when 
called  to  order  by  the  Presiding  Officer 
(Mr.  Mansfield  in  the  chair) . 


ORDER  OP  BUSINESS 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rol¬ 
lings  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  ordered. 


MEDICARE  PAYMENTS  AND  THE 
TAX  COLLECTOR 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  in  the  course  of  its 
investigation  into  medicare  and  medi¬ 
caid,  has  developed  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 


formation  with  respect  to  payments  to 
physicians,  dentists,  (n>tometrists,  and 
other  health-care  providers. 

We  have  found  that  a  large  number 
of  these  people  received  what  appeared 
to  be  extremely  high  payments  in  1968. 
In  many  instances  these  large  payments 
may  be  justified  because  the  individu¬ 
al’s  practice  consists  principally  of  med¬ 
icare  and  medicaid  recipients.  In  many 
instances,  however,  we  are  finding  that 
these  payments  are  not  justified.  For 
example,  we  have  found  medicaid  paying 
quite  a  few  individual  practitioners  more 
than  $100,000  in  1968.  In  one  State  a 
general  practitioner  received  $169,000. 

On  a  combined  basis,  we  find  medicare 
and  medicaid  paying  a  total  of  $75,000 
or  more  to  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
physicians.  On  the  medicare  side,  a  prime 
cause  of  the  high  payments  is  the  rapid 
inflation  in  medical  fees  of  what  Con¬ 
gress  thought  would  be  reasonable 
charges,  which  has  been  tolerated  and 
encouraged  in  the  administration  and 
operation  of  part  B  of  medicare.  In  many 
areas  of  the  country,  medicare  is  paying 
far  more  for  the  same  service  than  does 
Blue  Shield  under  its  own  most  widely 
held  program. 

We  are  also  encountering  many  abuses 
of  the  programs,  principally  in  the  form 
of  overutilization.  For  example,  a  doctor 
in  Florida  returned  $25,000  to  medicare 
voluntarily.  He  decided  to  do  this  after 
an  investigation  had  begim  of  payments 
made  to  him.  He  contacted  the  medicare 
carrier  and  reported  that  many  of  his 
visits  to  nursing  home  patients  were 
really  not  necessary  and  that  he  was 
going  to  refimd  $25,000,  which  he 
thought  to  be  about  the  amount  of  his 
abuse  of  medicare.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  text  of  the  Florida  Blue  Shield 
memorandum  on  this  matter  appear  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection  the  text  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

We  are  currently  doing  a  mail  survey  on 
the  above  physician  in  -  and  the  sur¬ 
vey  letter  should  have  reached  Dr.  - ’s 

patient  Saturday.  He  was  brought  to  our  at¬ 
tention  because  of  his  earnings,  $95,856.25,  for 
1968. 

Today,  March  31,  1969,  Dr.  -  tele¬ 

phoned  me  with  the  information  that  he  was 
just  doing  his  income  tax  and  he  noticed 
that  he  had  received  a  large  amount  of  mon¬ 
ey  from  Medicare  during  the  past  year.  He 
said  that  he  felt  bad  because  he  had  been 
billing  Medicare  for  nursing  home  visits 
which  he  felt  were  not  absolutely  necessary. 
He  said  that  he  wanted  to  return  to  Medi¬ 
care  that  part  of  his  payments  which  he 
felt  were  unnecessary. 

I  tried  to  reach  some  type  of  figure  in 
my  own  mind,  using  the  Profile  books,  but 
they  were  not  accurate  becausing  nursing 
home  visits  were  coded  the  same  as  office 
visits  and  hospital  visits  for  a  long  time.  In 
desperation,  I  totaled  up  Dr.  - ’s  as¬ 

signed  benefits  for  the  years  1967  and  1968, 
and  I  then  asked  him  wJiat  percentage  of  his 
time  was  spent  in  ECF’s.  With  this  figure,  I 
then  asked  him  what  percent  of  this  time  he 
felt  was  unnecessary.  In  rounding  off  fig¬ 
ures,  we  agreed  on  a  figure  of  $25,000  to  be 

paid  back  to  Medicare  “S”.  Dr.  -  said 

that  he  will  send  this  check  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  within  the  next  week  or  ten  days. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  unfortunate¬ 
ly,  this  situation  is  not  an  Isolated  one. 
Many  carriers  and  other  informed  peo¬ 


ple  have  advised  of  “gang  visits”  by  phy¬ 
sicians  to  nursing  home  and  hospital  pa¬ 
tients.  This  occurs  when  a  physician  vis¬ 
its  and  charges  separately  for  as  many  as 
40  and  50  patients  in  a  single  day  in  the 
same  institution. 

More  specifically,  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  has,  or  shortly  will  have,  the 
names  and  addresses  of  all  physicians 
who  were  paid  more  than  $25,000  under 
medicare.  In  addition,  we  have  the  names 
and  addresses  of  at  least  5,000  health 
care  practitioners  who  were  paid  $25,- 
000  or  more  under  various  welfare  pro¬ 
grams  in  1968. 

We  have  learned  that  many  providers 
know  how  to  effectively  milk  the  medi¬ 
care  and  medicaid  programs.  We  have 
serious  reservations,  however,  as  to 
whether  all  of  that  “milk”  is  being  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Federal  tax  collector. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Service  con¬ 
tacted  the  committee  to  express  their 
interest  in  the  thousands  of  names  and 
addresses  and  total  payments  to  those 
who  were  paid  $25,000  and  more  under 
medicare  and  medicaid.  It  was  a  great 
surprise  to  me  to  learn  that  none  of 
this  Information  was  available  to  them, 
but  I  have  since  found  out  the  reason. 
The  medicare  program  permits  carriers 
to  employ  their  own  individual  indentifi- 
cation  systems,  which  all  too  often  re¬ 
semble  nothing  more  than  Swiss  bank 
accounts. 

These  so-called  identification  systems 
function  to  obscure  rather  than  identify. 
Social  security  has  had  to  take  months 
and  months  trying  to  get  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
physicians  we  requested.  It  is  no  wonder, 
then,  that  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
has  been  frustrated. 

Some  of  us  believe  that  the  existing 
provisions  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
require  the  reporting  of  payments  under 
medicare  and  medicaid  and  any  private 
health  insurance  program.  The  Internal 
Revenue  Service  is  of  a  similar  opinion, 
but  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  it  ex¬ 
tended  a  moratorium  on  the  require¬ 
ments  in  the  law  which  it  had  given 
earlier  to  the  commercial  medical  insur¬ 
ance  companies. 

It  is  time  to  put  an  end  to  the  mora¬ 
torium.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  require 
the  reporting  of  $12  in  interest  which  a 
hard-working  taxpayer  receives  on  his 
$300  savings  account,  equity  demands 
that  a  $100,000  payment  to  a  doctor  be 
reported  to  Internal  Revenue  Service.  In 
the  interest  of  equity,  then,  the  Finance 
Committee  will  turn  over  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  the  many  thousands  of 
names  and  addresses  of  persons  who 
were  paid  $25,000  and  more  under  medi¬ 
care  and  medicaid  in  1968. 

Additionally,  we  have  agreed  to  turn 
over  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
information  we  have  obtained  on  “kick- 
back”  arrangements  and  similar  abuses. 
It  seems  to  this  Senator  only  fair  to  re¬ 
quire  full  reporting  of  all  payments  of 
income  to  the  tax  collector  before  we 
even  take  up  the  question  of  tax  reform 
in  the  Senate. 

I  am  pleased  to  observe  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Williams)  is 
also  upset  about  the  fact  that  billions  of 
dollars  of  medicare  and  medicaid  pay- 
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merits  are  escai^ng  the  tax  net.  He  feels 
strongly  about  this,  as  I  do,  and  he  is 
writing  a  special  amendment,  I  am  in¬ 
formed,  to  force  the  reporting  of  these 
payments  along  with  private  health  in¬ 
surance  payments,  to  the  tax  collector 
and  to  force  medicare  carriers  and  inter¬ 
mediaries  to  abandon  the  “Swiss  bank 
account”  system  and  use  the  tax  account 
number — the  social  security  number — as 
other  taxpayers  must  do. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  President,  that  it  was 
the  idea  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
that  we  should  go  into  this  matter;  and 
he,  together  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson),  felt  that  the 
status  of  the  medicare  and  medicaid  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  thoroughly  explored  and 
evaluated  . 

While  I  had  predicted  that  the  cost 
would  exceed  anything  anyone  estimated 
at  the  time  the  medicare  bill  was  passed, 
I  never  really  anticipated  that  we  would 
find  as  many  abuses  as  are  now  being 
uncovered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  commend  the  Senator  for  his 
remarks. 

In  connection  with  the  availability  of 
this  information  for  the  use  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department,  Congress  some  time  ago 
passed  a  law  requiring  every  American 
corporation  and  every  individual  making 
a  payment  for  interest,  for  wages,  or  for 
dividends  to  report  the  individuals’  social 
security  number  or  tax  number,  which 
are  the  same.  This  was  done  in  order  to 
enable  the  Treasury  Department,  with 
the  use  of  computers,  to  have  readily  at 
hand  the  information  as  to  how  much 
income  “Joe  Doakes”  was  receiving  from 
the  various  sources. 

I  was  very  much  surprised  to  learn 
that  the  Social  Security  Department  and 
the  health  service  were  not  abiding  by 
this  law.  Certainly,  it  was  not  intended 
that  they  be  exempt. 

As  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
pointed  out,  they  were  using  code  num¬ 
bers  for  the  doctors  in  making  these  pay¬ 
ments.  I  find  that  medicare  would  use 
one  code  number,  and  medicaid  would 
use  another  number;  and  in  some  in¬ 
stances  where  they  were  rurming  out  of 
numbers  they  were  using  a  man’s  tele¬ 
phone  number  for  identification.  I  asked 
the  question,  “Suppose  he  changes  his 
telephone  niunber  two  or  three  times  In 
the  year.  Would  you  have  three  or  four 
numbers  for  the  same  man?”  It  is  ab¬ 
solutely  ridiculous. 

Under  existing  law,  they  have  the  au¬ 
thority  to  make  this  correction — not  only 
the  authority  but  I  think  also  the  obliga¬ 
tion.  The  law  spells  out  that  any  pay¬ 
ments  such  as  those  should  bear  the 
social  security  or  tax  number  of  the  re¬ 
cipient  of  the  check. 

I  suggested  that  if  they  could  not  get 
together  promptly  on  this  matter  I  was 
going  to  introduce  an  amendment  which 
would  require  that  this  agency  of  the 
U.S.  Government  abide  by  the  law  which 
is  applicable  to  all  other  citizens  of  the 
country.  I  imderstand  that  they  think 
they  can  put  this  into  effect  by  Executive 
decision.  However,  I  will  say  this:  They 


have  but  a  very  short  time  to  do  it,  be¬ 
cause  if  this  is  not  done  I  shall  join  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  in  sponsoring  an 
amendment  and  attaching  it  to  the  first 
vehicle  that  comes  to  the  Senate.  This 
policy  of  using  social  security  numbers 
for  identification  makes  good  common 
sense  in  accormting  procedures. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  so  well  knows,  the  law  requires  that 
when  one  pays  money  to  someone,  he 
must  use  his  tax  number,  and  the  tax 
number,  in  most  instances,  is  also  the 
social  security  number.  So  if  one  has 
money  coming  from  the  Government,  his 
claim  bears  the  same  number  it  would  if 
the  man  owed  money  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  number  identifies  him. 

It  came  to  be  as  a  great  surprise  to 
find  doctors  collecting  money  under 
other  than  their  tax  number  or  social 
secm-ity  number.  Then,  we  find  in  many 
instances  the  public  is  being  overcharged 
to  the  extent  that  in  one  instance  a  man 
being  investigated  voluntarily  wanted  to 
return  $25,000.  There  have  been  very  se¬ 
rious  abuses  as  I  have  indicated. 

When  we  tried  to  find  out  who  got  the 
money  we  find  it  is  all  recorded  rmder 
coded  numbers.  Then,  we  find  this 
method  was  agreed  to  by  a  responsible 
agency  of  this  Government  to  permit 
these  coded  numbers  in  instances  where 
people  receive  large  payments.  That 
system  has  impeded  the  investigation  the 
^nator  wanted  to  make.  I  suspect  when 
we  get  through  uncoding  the  numbers 
we  will  find  the  Government  has  a  large 
amount  of  money  coming  in  in  taxes  in 
connection  with  medicare  and  medicaid. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not  only 
will  it  have  that  effect  in  connection 
with  payments  to  doctors  but  also  I 
found  that  imder  the  existing  law,  when 
patients  go  into  nursing  homes  under 
medicaid,  to  the  extent  they  are  receiv¬ 
ing  social  security  benefits  and  those  so¬ 
cial  security  benefits  are  not  adequate  to 
cover  the  cost  of  the  nursing  homes,  first 
the  social  security  checks  go  toward  de¬ 
fraying  the  cost  with  medicaid  picking 
up  the  remainder.  Therefore,  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  they  know  the  amount  of  the 
social  security  payments  that  “Mr.  X”  is 
receiving. 

We  find  that  rather  than  putting  these 
patients  in  nursing  homes  and  Identify¬ 
ing  them  by  their  own  social  security 
numbers  the  patients  are  given  a  code 
number.  If  a  patient  goes  in  the  nursing 
home  two  or  three  different  times  he 
may  have  a  different  number  each  time, 
and  there  is  no  way  of  knowing  if  “John 
Smith”  is  drawing  $50,  $100,  or  $30.  This 
makes  it  diflicult  to  check  whether  the 
money  is  being  properly  credited.  We 
foimd  many  abuses,  not  so  much  on  the 
part  of  recipients  but  on  the  part  of 
nursing  homes  which  are  crediting  per¬ 
haps  $40  from  social  security  whereas  in 
reality  they  are  receiving  a  check  for 
$50  or  $60. 

This  present  system  Is  wide  open  for 
abuse.  It  would  take  a  Philadelphia  law¬ 
yer  to  nm  down  the  code  numbers  to 
identify  all  the  John  Smiths,  and  by  the 
time  the  proper  John  Smith  is  identified 
with  the  correct  social  security  number 
the  trail  has  almost  been  lost. 

I  believe  the  least  they  could  do  would 
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be  to  identify  everyone  by  his  social  se¬ 
curity  number.  I  was  told  they  had  not 
thought  of  that  before.  Well,  they  have 
been  reminded  of  it  now,  and  my  pa¬ 
tience  is  running  out.  If  they  have  not 
straightened  out  some  of  these  methods 
and  used  a  little  commonsense  on  the 
part  of  administrative  officers  I  am  going 
to  propose  the  necessary  legislation  to 
put  an  end  to  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  was  made  awai’e  of  the 
fact  that  the  agency  which  has  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  preventing  the  Govern¬ 
ment  from  being  defrauded  in  paying 
for  the  care  of  aged  citizens  had  re¬ 
quested  it,  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  permitted  this  secret  code  system 
to  be  used.  I  was  further  dismayed  to 
find  that  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
agreed  to  this  kind  of  scheme.  It  seems 
to  me  it  is  a  subject  that  both  of  them 
would  find  great  difficulty  in  justifying. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  1104.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Thl  Huong 
Nguyen  and  her  minor  child,  Minh  Llnh 
Nguyen;  and 

S.  1513.  An  act  for  ihe  relief  of  Chi  Jen 
Feng. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
enrolled  bill  (H.R.  2667)  to  revise  the 
pay  structure  of  the  police  force  of  the 
National  Zoological  Park,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  it  was  signed  by  the  Act¬ 
ing  President  pro  tempore. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  pending  amendment  would 
strike  from  the  bill  pages  70  through  72, 
down  to  line  15,  and  substitute  therefore 
the  text  of  an  amendment  which  is  com¬ 
parable  to  the  amendment  embraced  as 
a  part  of  the  Smathers- Williams  measure 
as  introduced  in  the  Senate  and  acted 
upon  last  year.  That  would  leave  the 
committee  amendment  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  401(a)  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $187,900,000,000; 
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I  now  list  the  four  exceptions  in  my 
amendment; 

(1)  those  expenditures  in  excess  of  $25,- 
400,000,000  that  the  President  may  determine 
are  necessary  in  behalf  of  our  military  effort 
In  Southeast  Asia. 

The  figure  of  $25.4  billion  is  arrived  at 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  committee 
bill  in  paragraph  2.  It  refers  to  the  same 
figure  on  page  27  of  the  1970  budget  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President,  and  this  section 
exempts  the  expenditures  in  Southeast 
Asia. 

Tire  second  section  would  exempt  those 
expenditures  for  interest  charges  which 
are  in  excess  of  the  amounts  shown  for 
interest  in  the  1970  budget — House  Docu¬ 
ment  91-15  of  the  91st  Congress. 

Interest  charges  are  exempted  because 
we  recognize  that  the  amount  of  interest 
can  be  projected  only  as  an  estimate  and 
cannot  be  determined  exactly.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  an  uncontrollable  item  because  it  is 
determined  by  the  interest  rates  in  the 
money  market.  So  this  second  section 
would  exempt  any  increase  thereof  above 
the  amount  in  the  budget. 

Third,  exemptions  proposed  are  those 
expenditures  for  benefits  or  services  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  under  the  provisions  of  title  38  of 
the  United  States  Code,  in  excess  of  the 
amounts  shown  for  expenditures  in  such 
budget  and  for  such  fiscal  year.  These 
exemptions  for  veterans’  benefits  and 
services  are  mandatory  under  existing 
law;  they  are  obligations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  have  to  be  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  unless  Congress  were  to  pass  a  law 
repealing,  raising,  or  lowering  them. 
Otherwise  they  are  fixed  charges,  and  for 
that  reason  they  are  exempt. 

The  fourth  exemption  applies  to  trust 
funds,  such  as  social  security.  They  would 
be  exempted  anyway  under  our  interpre¬ 
tation,  but  to  save  any  misimderstand- 
ing  they  are  specifically  exempted.  While 
they  can  estimate  projected  expenditures 
in  social  security  for  fiscal  1970  it  is  con¬ 
ceivable  that  there  could  be  a  larger 
number  of  people  retiring  than  is  con¬ 
templated  and,  certainly,  as  they  retire 
they  are  eligible  for  retirement  benefits. 
These  are  paid  out  of  the  trust  fund  pay¬ 
ments  without  any  further  change  by 
Congress.  For  that  reason  payments  from 
these  trust  funds  are  exempt. 

Other  than  that,  those  are  the  only 
exceptions  that  this  amendment  would 
allow.  The  amendment  would  leave  the 
ceiling  of  $187.9  billion  as  mentioned  in 
the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment,  which 
is  comparable  to  what  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  I  sponsored  last  year,  in  my 
opinion,  should  be  adopted,  because  it  is 
most  essential  that  Congress  place  some 
control  over  our  spending,  especially  at 
a  time  when  we  are  contemplating  rais¬ 
ing  or  extending  the  10-percent  sur¬ 
charge  for  another  year. 

Certainly  if  we  are  only  going  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  tax  to  raise  more  money  to 
finance  expanding  spending  programs  we 
would  be  defeating  our  purpose  in  com¬ 
bating  inflation.  ’This  is  the  least  that 
Congress  should  do.  If  we  are  going  to 
have  a  ceiling,  then  whatever  the  ceiling 
may  be  let  us  make  it  a  meaningful  ceil¬ 
ing,  one  that  has  some  force  in  it  and 
one  that  does  not  have  a  lot  of  automatic 
escape  hatches. 


I  realize  that  any  ceiling  that  we  ap¬ 
prove  today.  Congress  by  legislative  ac¬ 
tion  can  tomorrow  or  at  some  subsequent 
date,  modify  the  ceiling  and  make  an 
exemption  for  some  agency,  as  happened 
in  many  instances  last  year.  But  at  least 
every  time  it  happened  it  required  af¬ 
firmative  action  by  Congress  so  that 
every  Member  of  Congress  and  our  con¬ 
stituencies  knew  what  we  were  doing 
and  the  effect  it  was  having  on  the  over¬ 
all  ceiling. 

Now,  for  a  moment  let  us  discuss  what 
is  in  the  committee  bill  as  it  was 
reported - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  order  in  the  Senate. 
This  is  a  very  important  amendment  we 
are  discussing  and  I  trust  that  the  Chair 
will  require  order  to  be  maintained  in 
the  Senate,  not  only  on  the  floor  but  also 
in  the  galleries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  relate  just  what  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  would  mean  mathe¬ 
matically  as  to  any  ceiling. 

We  start  out  with  the  first  item - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident  may  we  have  order  in  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  committee  starts  out  with  a 
ceiiing  of  $187.9  billion  before  the  ex¬ 
ception  which  I  have  just  mentioned.  I 
refer  to  those  open-ended  programs  on 
page  16.  The  first  item  is  “Social  security, 
medicare,  and  other  social  insurance 
trust  funds.’’  I  might  explain  that  the 
committee  amendment  relates  the  ceil¬ 
ing  to  the  1969  budget. 

’The  first  exemption,  social  security, 
is  projected  at  $39.6  billion  for  1969  and 
$42.4  billion  in  1970,  or  an  increase  of 
$2.9  billion.  Automatically  that  $2.9  bil¬ 
lion  is  added  to  the  committee’s  ceiling 
of  $187.9  billion,  which  brings  it  to  $190.8 
billion. 

The  next  exemption  is  “Interest  on  the 
natlopal  debt.”  The  1969  projection  was 


the  bill,  the  committee  amendment,  as  it 
was  reported,  starts  out  with  a  ceiling 
on  expenditures  and  net  lending  for 
fiscal  1970  not  to  exceed  $187,900,000,000. 
But  then,  it  continues: 

Provided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  by  aggregate  amounts 
by  which  the  sum  of  the  expenditures  and 
net  lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater 
than  or  lesser  than  the  sum  of  the  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  in  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969. 

Then  it  proceeds  to  the  exemptions, 
the  first  being  items  designated  “open- 
ended  programs  and  fixed  costs.” 

’These  appear  on  page  16,  Budget  of 
the  United  States,  fiscal  year  1970 — 
House  Document  91-15,  part  1,  91st 
Congress. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
this  tabulation  appearing  on  page  16  of 
this  document  under  the  title  of  “Open- 
Ended  Programs  and  Fixed  Costs.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


$15.2  billion.  For  1970  it  is  $16  billion,  or 
an  increase  of  $800  million.  That  $800 
million  automatically  adds  onto  this  ceil¬ 
ing,  bringing  it  to  $191.6  billion. 

The  next  exemption  is  “Civilian  and 
military  pay  increase,”  and  for  this  there 
is  nothing  projected  in  1969,  but  in 
1970  there  is  projected  $2.8  billion,  with 
the  result  that  that  is  a  $2.8  billion  in¬ 
crease.  Add  that,  and  we  now  have  a 
$194.4  billion  ceiling  in  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  next  exemption  is  “Veterans’ 
pensions,  compensation,  and  insurance.” 
’That  adds  $200  million.  Add  that  to  the 
$194.4  billion  and  we  have  a  ceiling  of 
$194.6  billion. 

Remember  that  this  is  the  committee 
bill  which  is  supposed  to  have  a  ceiling 
of  $187.9  billion. 

The  next  exemption,  “Public  assistance 
grants — including  medicaid”,  that  item 
is  projected  as  $6.3  billion  in  1969  and 
$7.4  billion  in  19’70,  or  an  increase  of  $1.1 
billion.  That  adds  automatically,  to  th% 
ceiling  and  we  are  up  to  $195.7  billion. 

Now  the  next  item  is  “Farm  price  sup¬ 
ports — Commodity  Credit  Corporation,” 
and  the  budget  projects  that  as  $3.6  bil¬ 
lion  in  1969  and  $3.1  billion  in  1970,  or  a 


BUDGET  OUTLAYS 


(Fiscal  years,  in  billions) 


Controllability 

1968  actual 

1969  estimate 

1970  estimate 

Change,  1969 
to  1970 

Open-ended  programs  and  fixed  costs: 

Social  security,  medicare,  and  other  social  insurance  trust 
funds.  . . . . . 

$35.5 

$39.6 

$42.4 

+$2.9 

Interest _  _ _  _  _  _ _ 

13.7 

15.2 

16.0 

+.8 

Civilian  and  military  pay  increase _ _ _ _ 

2.8 

+2.8 

Veterans  pensions,  compensation,  and  insurance _ _ 

5.0 

5.6 

5.9 

+.2 

Public  assistance  grants  (including  medicaid).. _ _ 

5.3 

6.3 

7.4 

+1.1 

Farm  price  supports  (Commodity  Credit  Corporation) . . 

3.2 

3.6 

3.1 

-.5 

Postal  operations  directly  related  to  mail  volume . . 

.7 

.5 

.5 

+.1 

Legislative  and  judiciary.  ..  ..  ...  .  . .  . 

.3 

.4 

.4 

(■) 

Other...  . .  ..........  ...  _ 

1.3 

1.6 

1.5 

-(').  1 

Outlays  from  prior  year  contracts  and  obligations . . . 

17.3 

17.6 

18.9 

+1.3 

Subtotal,  relatively  uncontrollable  civilian  outlays . . 

82.4 

90.2 

98.8 

+8.6 

Relatively  controllable  civilian  outlays: 

Proposed  social  security  benefit  increases . . . . 

1.6 

+1.6 

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ 

20.5 

17.6 

19.0 

+1.5 

Undistributed  intragovernmental  transactions  .  .  _ 

-4.6 

-5.1 

-5.7 

-.6 

Total  budget  outlays...  ..  ...  ...  _ _ 

178.9 

183.7 

195.3 

+11.6 

1  Less  than  $50,000,000. 
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reduction  of  $500  million  which  automa¬ 
tically  reduced  that  ceiling  figme  by 
$500  million  and  brings  it  back  to  $195.2 
billion. 

The  next  item  is  “Postal  operations 
directly  related  to  mail  volume,’’  and 
that  is  projected  as  an  increase  of  $100 
million.  That  brings  it  back  up  to  $195.3 
billion  which,  by  the  way,  is  now  back  to 
the  Johnson  budget. 

Remember  all  this  maneuvering  is 
made  under  a  ceiling  first  pictured  as 
$187.9  billion.  What  a  farce. 

Then  the  committee  has  an  exemption 
for  “Legislative  and  judiciary”  but  no 
cost  figure  is  listed. 

The  committee  also  lists  a  classifica¬ 
tion  “Other”  which  is  $1.6  billion  in  1969 
and  $1.5  billion  in  1970,  or  a  reduction 
of  $100  million,  which  brings  it  back  to 
$195.2  billion. 

Before  I  leave  that  section,  these  in¬ 
creases  mentioned  are  the  projected  in¬ 
creases  between  the  1969  and  the  1970 
budgets  as  appearing  on  page  16  of  the 
budget.  They  would  be  subject  to  any 
further  variations  in  the  future  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  overestimation  or  underestima¬ 
tion,  and  they  would  be  subject  to  any 
increase  or  decrease  as  a  result  of  any 
newly  enacted  laws  during  this  Congress 
in  the  next  12  months  which  increased 
the  cost  of  any  specific  program  in  these 
categories  over  and  above  the  amount 
that  was  projected  for  the  1970  estimate. 

Such  an  increase  would  be  automatic. 
Congress  would  not  have  to  go  through 
the  mechanics  of  changing  the  ceiling. 
This  is  a  greased  vehicle  for  freewheel 
spending. 

Also,  the  President  has  suggested  an 
increase  in  postage  rates  of  $519  million 
for  the  next  fiscal  year.  If  Congress  does 
not  enact  the  postage  increase  effective 
July  1,  or  to  the  extent  we  do  not  do  it 
next  year,  that  will  add  another  $519 
million  to  that  same  ceiling  automati¬ 
cally.  The  committee  ceiling  rises  by  our 
failure  to  take  action. 

I  may  mention  that  the  question  was 
raised  earlier  as  to  the  effect  the  pro¬ 
posed  user  taxes  on  the  airways  would 
have  on  the  ceiling.  Whether  or  not  that 
tax  was  enacted,  it  would  not  affect  this 
ceiling.  It  would  affect  the  ultimate  defi¬ 
cit  at  the  end  of  the  year.  Now  we  are 
back  to  the  $195.7  billion  ceiling. 

I  now  discuss  the  next  section,  part  2 
of  the  bill  as  reported  to  the  committee. 
This  exempts  the  item  designated  “Spe¬ 
cial  Southeast  Asia  support”  in  the  table 
appearing  on  page  27  of  that  budget.  If 
we  turn  to  page  27  of  the  budget  we  will 
find  that  this  cost  is  projected  as  $28.8 
billion  in  1969  and  $25.4  billion  in  1970, 
which  is  a  reduction  of  $3.4  billion. 

So  we  would  subtract  that  from  the 
ceiling  which  we  built  up  with  these 
other  additions.  So  then  we  are  back  to  a 
$192.3  billion  ceiling  because  that  item 
would  automatically  subtract  from  the 
ceiling  just  as  if  we  increased  it  it  would 
automatically  increase  the  ceiling. 

'Then,  exemption  3  under  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  exempts  programs  for  aid  to 
schools  in  federally  impacted  areas.  I  do 
not  have  the  exact  figure,  but  I  imder- 
stand  it  to  be  $100  million  to  $200  mil¬ 
lion.  Whatever  may  be  involved  over  and 
above  the  amount  projected  in  the 
budget  that,  too,  represents  an  auto¬ 
matic  increase. 


I  have  been  imable  to  get  an  analysis 
of  the  exemptions  on  page  72,  which  deal 
with  the  lending  amounts.  ^  I  will  ig¬ 
nore  those  at  this  point.  I  am  not  sure 
how  much  they  would  add.  I  am  sure  they 
would  not  subtract  because  the  trend  is 
not  in  that  direction. 

These  statistics  prove  that  under  the 
committee  bill  there  is  no  ceiling  on  any 
of  the  items  which  I  have  mentioned. 
Conceivably  Congress  could  expand  the 
cost  of  these  items  by  $10  billion  next 
year  if  it  wanted  to.  If  Congress  did  so 
and  the  President  signed  the  bills,  that 
would  automatically  increase  the  ceiling 
without  any  further  action  of  Congress. 

For  example,  if  Congress  decided  to 
raise  salaries  for  postal  employees,  as  is 
being  suggested,  to  the  extent  that  those 
salaries  would  be  increased  it  would  auto¬ 
matically  be  projected  as  an  increase  in 
the  debt  ceiling  without  any  further  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress  or  any  reference 
thereto. 

In  my  own  opinion,  if  we  are  to  have 
a  deficit  ceiling,  we  should  have  an  ef¬ 
fective  one. 

There  is  one  factor  about  the  bill  as 
reported  by  the  committee  which  should 
be  pointed  out  because  it  does  take  af¬ 
firmative  action.  I  read  the  language  at 
the  bottom  of  page  71  of  the  bill: 

Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall 
be  in  amounts  sufficient  to  Insure  reductions 
of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000  in  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts 
recommended  In  the  April  review  of  the 
1970  budget  .  .  . 

If  it  stopped  right  there  it  would  have 
more  effect,  but  it  continues — 
for  programs  are  other  than  those  designated 
In  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a) . 

And  those  are  all  the  loophole  exemp¬ 
tions  to  which  I  have  referred,  which 
open  the  barn  door  all  the  way.  If  the 
committee  bill  is  approved  Congress 
would  have  opened  the  doors  on  spend¬ 
ing  at  both  ends  of  the  barn  and  propped 
them  wide  open.  Congress  could  expand 
spending  by  $8  billion  or  $10  billion 
more  in  these  areas,  and  the  ceiling 
would  automatically  rise  to  cover. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  disagree¬ 
ment  between  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  myself  as  to  this  interpreta¬ 
tion.  There  may  be  disagreement  as  to 
which  ceiling  should  be  imposed. 

Assuming  that  the  departments  all 
through  the  Government  practiced  the 
most  rigid  economy  possible,  I  grant  that 
the  ceiling  would  have  the  effect  that  the 
committee  version  of  the  bill  provides, 
but  if  we  assume  that,  we  would  not  need 
a  ceiling.  We  are  putting  a  ceiling  in 
this  bill  to  make  sure  that  spending  is 
curtailed.  If  we  need  a  ceiling  at  all  let 
us  have  an  effective  ceiling.  If  we  are 
going  to  have  an  effective  ceiling  then 
let  us  pass  a  bill  that  has  some  controls 
in  it.  If  we  are  not  then  let  us  abolish 
the  whole  procedure,  and  let  everybody 
know  that  there  are  no  spending  controls 
contemplated. 

The  argument  may  be  made,  “Well,  if 
you  accept  the  iron-clad  ceiling  you  have 
suggested  here,  comparable  to  what  we 
had  last  year,  you  are  delegating  to  the 
President  a  lot  of  responsibility  that 
should  be  discharged  by  the  Congress.” 
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I  disagree  completely  with  that  argu¬ 
ment,  and  I  point  out  that  the  situation 
here  today  is  exactly  what  it  was  when 
we  made  the  same  proposal  last  year. 
Congress  has  not  yet  acted  on  a  single 
appropriation  bill  for  any  department, 
not  one.  As  we  act  on  the  appropriation 
bills  in  the  weeks  and  months  that  lie 
ahead  we  can,  if  we  wish,  and  we  should, 
spell  out  in  each  appropriation  bill  that 
portion  of  this  reduction  in  expenditures 
that  we  want  made  in  fiscal  1970.  If  we 
spell  out  every  one  of  them  in  the  bills 
as  we  act  on  them  later  there  will  be 
nothing  left  for  the  Pi’esident  to  cut. 
However,  if  Congress  does  not  spell  out 
the  reductions,  if  we  neglect  our  respon¬ 
sibilities  as  we  act  on  the  appropriation 
bills  in  the  weeks  and  months  ahead 
then  the  responsibility  is  delegated  to 
the  President  to  do  that  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  failed  to  do. 

I  hope  that  this  amendment  will  be 
accepted. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  would  the  Senator  indicate  the 
amounts  involved  in  the  four  items 
which  would  be  exempted  imder  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  so¬ 
cial  security  trust  funds  would  be  ex¬ 
empted  for  $2.9  billion  above  the  1969 
figure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  In  what 
amount? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
estimated  at  $42.4  billion.  The  interest  on 
the  national  debt,  assuming  it  is  the 
same  as  the  budget  figure,  would  be  $800 
million  above  the  $15.2  billion  1969  esti¬ 
mate  that  would  be  exempted.  The  figure 
for  veterans’  pensions  and  services  is 
$200  million  above  the  1969  estimate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  And  what 
would  be  the  totals  in  each  of  the  four 
categories?  For  example,  in  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment,  he  states  the  total  for 
South  Vietnam - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
$2.9  billion,  and  then  add  the  $800  mil¬ 
lion  and  the  Veterans’  Administration 
item  of  $200  million.  That  is  $3.9  billion, 
and  then,  if  you  go  over  on  page  27  for 
the  Vietnam  war  cost  that  is  a  minus 
figure,  as  the  Senator  knows,  from  $28.8 
billion  in  1969  to  $25.4  billion  for  1970. 
With  that  subtraction  there  would  be  a 
difference  of  $500  million  allowed  on 
these  four  exemptions. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  reads  as  follows,  in 
part: 

Those  expenditures  for  interest  in  excess  of 
the  amounts  shown  for  Interest  in  the  budget 
of  the  United  States. 

What  is  the  amounts  shown  for  in¬ 
terest? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  $16  bil¬ 
lion;  it  is  shown  in  the  budget  at  $15.2 
billion  in  1969  and  projected  at  $16  bil¬ 
lion  in  1970.  'The  additional  amount  that 
interest  rates  rise  or  fall  as  a  result  of 
fluctuations  in  the  cost  of  interest  would 
be  exempted,  because  after  all,  we  are  not 
going  to  let  the  Government  default  on 
the  interest  on  any  of  its  bonds. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Now,  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  indicate  the 
amount  involved  in  paragraph  3  of  his 
amendment? 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  in  the  budget  as  $200  million  above 
the  1969  figure  of  $5.6  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  that 
is  not  the  figure  I  am  asking  for.  “Those 
expenditures  for  benefits  and  services, 
In  excess  of  the  amounts  shown  for  such 
exijendltures.”  What  are  the  amounts 
shown  for  such  expenditures  In  the 
budget? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  $200  mil¬ 
lion.  It  is  shown  as  $5.6  billion  in  1969, 
and  $5.9  billion  in  1970. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Then  the 
figure  would  be  $5.9  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  it 
carries  it  out  as  $200  million.  It  looks  like 
it  would  be  $300  million,  but  I  understand 
the  rounded  figures  would  come  back  to 
the  $200  million. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  But  as  I 
imderstand,  the  Senator  is  saying  ex¬ 
penditures  in  excess  of  $5.9  billion  would 
be  exempted? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  rea¬ 
son  for  that  would  be  this - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am  not 
asking  for  the  reason  just  now. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  All  right. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  What  is 
the  figure  the  Senator  is  using  for  para¬ 
graph  4,  “in  excess  of  the  amounts 
shown”?  What  amount  does  the  Senator 
have  in  mind? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  These  are 
the  trust  funds.  It  is  shown  in  the  1969 
budget  as  $39.6  billion  and  in  the  1970 
budget  as  $42.4  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  So  the 
figure  the  Senator  has  in  mind  is  $42.4 
billion? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
the  figure  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  is  $42.4 
billion? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  total  amount  of  the  items  which 
would  be  exempted  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  from  the  limitation  is  $89.7 
billion,  as  against  $106.7  billion  in  the 
provision  agreed  to  by  the  Senate 
committee. 

Although  I  have  difficulty  in  following 
some  of  the  figures  in  the  Senator’s 
amendment,  simply  because  the  figures 
that  I  am  using  have  been  secured  from 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  of  May  20th, 
and  do  constitute  later  figures - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  I  may 
finish  my  sentence  first. 

The  intent  of  the  Senator’s  amendment 
Is  clear.  Specifically,  he  would  provide 
for  an  increase  in  the  limitation  on  out¬ 
lays  for  only  four  items;  Southeast  Asia 
support;  Interest  on  the  national  debt; 
veterans  insurance,  compensation,  and 
pensions;  and  payments  from  trust  funds 
established  under  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  the  budget  fig¬ 
ures  are  the  same  figures  referred  to  in 
the  committee  bill.  But  the  net  result, 
whichever  figures  we  use,  would  be  iden¬ 


tical  because  when  we  are  exempting 
these  items;  they  would  be  exempted.  So 
it  would  not  make  any  difference  on  that 
point  which  figures  we  are  using.  But  for 
the  sake  of  pinning  it  down  I  used  the 
budget  figures,  and  we  had  used  them 
last  year.  As  the  Senator  knows,  these 
May  20  figures  are  just  figures  given  to 
him  as  of  that  date,  and  they  may  be 
different  from  the  figures  as  of  May  21. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Well, 
that  is  true.  But  the  figure  for  social 
security  that  I  am  using  is  $42.1  billion. 
That  is  the  figure  which,  according  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  total  ex¬ 
penditure  will  be  for  social  security, 
medicare,  and  so  forth,  in  fiscal  year 
1970. 

The  Senator’s  amendment  would  ex¬ 
empt  everything  in  excess  of  $42.4  bil¬ 
lion  for  that  item,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Again 
I  point  out  to  the  Senator  that  although 
$42.4  billion  is  the  figure  in  the  budget, 
it  would  be  the  same  identical  answer, 
to  a  penny,  whether  you  use  $42.4  bil¬ 
lion  or  $42  billion  even,  for  this  reason: 
What  we  are  doing  is  saying  that  those 
social  security  recipients  when  they  get 
ready  to  retire,  having  paid  into  the 
social  security  trust  fund,  have  a  right 
to  draw  their  retirement,  and  we  would 
not  want  to  come  up  the  last  month  of 
the  fiscal  year  and  say,  “We  have  hit  the 
ceiling,  and  you  cannot  draw  your  check 
until  next  year.” 

These  are  trust  funds,  separate  from 
the  general  revenues  of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  are  separate  under  the 
law,  and  they  should  be  treated  sep¬ 
arately  under  the  law.  I  repeat  what  I 
have  said  on  many  earlier  occasions,  no 
administration  has  a  right  to  count  ac¬ 
cumulations  in  those  trust  funds  as 
normal  receipts  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
ceiving  the  American  people  that  they 
have  a  balanced  budget.  That  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  this  debate  today,  but 
it  needed  to  be  said  again. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  would  exempt  four 
items.  I  have  already  named  them,  as 
he  has  named  them.  But  I  call  to  the 
attention  of  Senators  that  there  are  a 
large  number  of  mandatory  items  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  these  four,  for  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  pi-oposal  would  make  no  allowance. 

First,  why  are  payments  from  the  Civil 
Service  retirement  fund  less  mandatory 
than  those  from  the  social  security  trust 
fund?  And  how  about  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  trust  fund  payments?  Why  are  they 
less  mandatory  than  payments  from  the 
social  security  trust  fund?  And  Foreign 
Service  retirement  trust  fund  payments; 
why  are  they  less  mandatory  than  those 
from  the  social  security  trust  fund?  The 
Committee  bill  exempts  these  items  but 
the  Senator’s  amendment,  as  written, 
does  not. 

Second,  grants  to  States  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  are  determined  by  the  same 
Social  Security  Act  that  determines  the 
trust  fund  payments.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  exempt  from  the  limi¬ 
tation  those  grants,  including  medicaid, 
depending  on  State  law  and  on  State 


caseloads,  that  qualify  under  that  act, 
and  they  have  proved  in  the  past  to  be 
unpredictable.  Since  we  removed  them 
from  budgetary  control  in  a  specific 
statute,  it  behooves  us,  I  think,  to  simi¬ 
larly  allow  for  them  in  this  expenditure 
limitation  and  the  committee  bill  does 
this.  But  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
does  not. 

Third.  Grants  for  vocational  rehabili¬ 
tation  services,  imder  existing  law,  also 
depend  upon  State  laws  and  State  case¬ 
loads.  The  committe  bill  accommodates 
any  change  in  these  factors,  while  the 
Senator’s  proposal  does  not. 

Fourth.  Mail  volume.  Mail  volume  is 
unpredictable;  but  the  desire  of  the 
Senate  to  see  that  the  mail  is  delivered 
promptly,  6  days  eveiY  week,  is  certain 
and  is  predictable. 

Last  year  the  Senate  overwhelmingly 
exempted  postal  field  service  employees 
from  the  three-out-of-four  personnel 
limit  because  it  wanted  to  assure  prompt 
delivery  of  the  mail,  and  the  House  ac¬ 
cepted  the  Senate  amendment  in  con¬ 
ference. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  withhold  his  request  for  a 
minute,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Recognizing  this  policy  of  the  Senate, 
the  committee  bill  would  allow  the  ex¬ 
penditure  limit  to  change  if  mall  volume 
requires  a  corresponding  change  in  ex¬ 
penditures  related  to  the  delivery  of  the 
mail  The  amendment  offered  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware  would 
make  no  such  provision. 

Fifth.  Farm  price  support  payments 
are  now  mandatory  for  fiscal  1970  under 
the  existing  law.  And  while  that  would 
be  subject  to  special  control  through 
modification  of  legislation,  the  present 
legislation  extends  through  calendar 
year  1970  and  controls  the  actions  of 
both  the  Secretary  of  Agricultirre  and 
the  President. 

Price  support  decisions  that  will  lead  to 
fiscal  year  1970  outlays  were  generally 
made  by  President  Johnson  except  for 
final  decision  on  certain  products.  Out¬ 
lays  in  fiscal  year  1970  from  these  pro¬ 
gram  decisions  that  have  already  been 
made  under  present  law  are  in  fact  un¬ 
controllable  from  the  budgetary  stand¬ 
point,  and  they  are  certainly  unpredicta¬ 
ble.  Their  magnitude  can  be  greatly 
affected  by  weather  conditions,  changes 
in  exports,  changes  in  domestic  demands, 
and  other  uncontrollable  factors  affect¬ 
ing  the  size  of  the  crop  and  affecting  the 
supply  and  demand  factors. 

The  committee  provision  recognizes 
this  fact,  but  the  Senator’s  amendment 
does  not  do  so. 

Finally,  there  are  many  smaller  pro¬ 
grams  for  which  outlays  are  mandatory 
under  existing  law.  Examples  include  an¬ 
nual  contributions  for  low-rent  public 
housing,  those  annual  contributions  for 
section  235  ad  section  236  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  last  year,  and  also  claims  and 
judgments  against  the  United  States. 

These  are  mandatory  items,  and  the 
committee  bill  recognizes  that  fact  and 
exempts  them.  However,  the  amendment 
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of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  does  not 
do  so. 

Many  of  these  items  are  unpredictable. 
Many  of  them  are  mandatory.  By  allow¬ 
ing  for  a  change  In  the  spending  limita¬ 
tion  only  for  the  four  items  which  he 
specifically  cities,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  certainly  does  not  imply  that  we 
should  hold  the  expenditures  for  other 
mandatory  payments  to  the  amoimts 
budgeted  by  President  Nixon. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  recognizes  that 
under  the  law  we  cannot  do  this,  whether 
it  is  for  farm  price  support  pa3Tnents, 
civil  service  retirement  benefits,  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation,  payments  for 
Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen, 
public  assistance  grants  to  the  States,  or 
many  others.  However,  the  amendment 
does  require  that  we  find  offsetting  re¬ 
ductions  in  the  controllable  programs  for 
which  payments  are  not  mandatory 
imder  present  law.  This  not  only  creates 
a  great  deal  of  imcertainty  as  to  what 
Congress  and  the  President  will  have  to 
do  and  when  we  will  know  what  it  is  that 
we  have  to  do,  but  it  could  cause  the 
President  to  make  cuts  to  live  within  the 
limitation  that  we  in  Congress  would 
object  to  strongly  and  that  the  President 
himself  would  find  highly  imdesirable. 

The  committee  bill  would  force  at  least 
$1.9  billion  in  spending  reductions  in  the 
controllable  programs.  The  Senator’s 
amendment  would  cut  $5  billion,  as  I 
understand  his  amendment.  However,  if 
the  present  estimates  turn  out  to  be  too 
low — as  they  have  for  mandatory  pay¬ 
ments  many  times  in  recent  years — the 
required  reduction  could  be  much  larger. 
And  the  only  place  that  the  President 
could  make  such  large  reductions  would 
be  in  defense  spending. 

An  overall  expenditure  limitation  is 
not  the  way  to  force  extremely  large  cuts 
in  defense  spending,  because  too  much 
is  at  stake. 

I  trust  that  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  be  brief,  because  I  desire  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  amendment  soon. 

First,  the  Senator  f-rom  West  Virginia 
points  out  that  my  amendment  does  not 
specifically  refer  to  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  trust  fund  or  the  civil  service  trust 
fimd  and  that  payments  from  those 
funds  are  equally  mandatory.  He  is  cor¬ 
rect.  But  the  same  argument  can  be  used 
against  the  committee  amendment:  it 
likewise  does  not  refer  to  them.  How¬ 
ever,  to  clarify  the  situation,  both  are 
automatically  covered  because  imless 
Congress  by  affirmative  action  restricts 
directly  the  expenditures  from  the  rail¬ 
road  retirement  fund,  the  civil  service 
fund,  the  social  security  trust  fund,  or 
other  such  trust  funds  payments  will  be 
made  automatically  by  the  trustees  of 
those  funds. 

So  I  have  provided  in  my  amendment 
the  same  exemption  of  the  trust  funds 
as  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has. 

The  social  security  fund  was  specifi¬ 
cally  exempted  last  year,  not  because  we 
were  advised  that  that  was  necessary — in 
fact,  we  were  told  that  it  was  automati¬ 
cally  excluded — ^but  because  we  had  ex¬ 
perienced  a  situation  earlier  when  the 
executive  branch  was  asking  for  an  in¬ 


crease  in  the  debt  celling  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  felt  that  Congress  would  not  give 
him  as  much  as  he  wanted,  deferred 
social  security  checks  were  used  as  a 
threat. 

I  remember  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  stating  on  that  occasion  that  If  the 
debt  ceiling  were  not  raised  by  a  certain 
time  social  security  payments  would 
have  to  be  held  up  at  the  end  of  the 
month.  That  was  not  true.  There  was  not 
a  word  of  truth  in  that  threat  because 
those  payments  are  made  from  the  trust 
fund.  Nevertheless,  his  statement  scared 
a  great  many  people. 

To  avoid  such  a  situation  the  former 
Senator  from  Florida,  Mr.  Smathers,  and 
I  included  an  exemption  for  the  social 
security  trust  fund. 

Neither  the  civil  service  retirement 
fund  nor  the  railroad  retirement  trust 
fund  is  mentioned  in  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  or  in  my 
amendment,  but  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
have  both  of  them  mentioned  because 
they  are  not  affected  either  way. 

However,  the  Senator  is  correct  as  to 
the  price  support  program  and  to  other 
programs  under  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation;  they  are  not  exempted  im¬ 
der  my  amendment,  nor  is  any  other  pro¬ 
gram  administered  or  affected  by  public 
assistance  grants,  including  medicaid.  I 
may  say,  incidentally  that,  based  on  a 
preliminary  investigation  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance  great  savings  can  be 
achieved  in  medicaid  and  improved  serv¬ 
ice  provided  at  the  same  time. 

Likewise,  the  postal  operations  are  not 
exempted  by  my  amendment,  but  all 
these  are  exempted  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment.  The  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  related  the  experience  Congress 
had  last  year  with  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment.  Senators  will  remember  that. 
We  were  told  by  postal  officials  that  they 
were  going  to  discontinue  postal  deliv¬ 
eries  in  cities  on  Saturdays,  that  they 
were  going  to  cut  back  on  some  rural  car¬ 
rier  services,  that  they  were  going  to 
close  some  post  ofBces;  in  fact,  we  were 
threatened  that  the  whole  postal  service 
was  going  to  collapse  if  Congress  did  not 
exempt  that  agency  before  that  week  was 
ended.  That  was  toward  the  end  of  July ; 
as  I  recall,  less  than  10  days  remained  in 
the  month. 

Congress  acceded  to  the  threat  and 
exempted  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Later  I  learned  that  the  Postmaster 
General  had  padded  his  payroll  with 
some  20,000  additional  employees  in  the 
30  days  before  he  made  the  threat.  The 
number  of  postal  employees  on  that  date 
was  at  an  all-time  high.  The  Postmaster 
General  had  more  employees  than  he 
knew  what  to  do  with.  In  fact,  I  said 
that  they  must  have  gone  fishing  or  per¬ 
haps  were  playing  pinochle  as  the  reason 
we  were  getting  such  slow  delivery  of 
mail  both  before  and  after  the  Post¬ 
master  General  employed  the  extra  per¬ 
sonnel. 

I  am  not  Intimidated  by  those  bu¬ 
reaucrats  who  say,  “We  are  going  to 
shut  down  our  agency  if  we  do  not  get 
more  money.’’  If  they  cannot  operate 
their  agencies  efiadently  they  should 
submit  their  resignations,  and  I  would 
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be  glad  to  help  find  replacements — and 
that  goes  for  their  resignations  regard¬ 
less  of  their  political  affiliation.  I  am 
getting  a  little  tired  of  this  t3T>e  of  bu¬ 
reaucracy  that  Is  continuously  finding 
more  and  more  ways  of  spending  money, 
yet  finding  more  and  more  excuses  for 
not  saving  money.  Many  of  those  bureau¬ 
crats  have  never  known  what  it  Is  to 
meet  a  payroll  or  go  out  and  make  a 
living  in  private  industry.  I  think  it 
would  be  a  good  experience  for  some  of 
them.  After  all,  even  if  we  approve  and 
hold  the  ceiling  as  proposed  under  my 
amendment  the  Government  would  still 
be  spending  nearly  $6  billion  more  than 
is  allowed  in  the  ceiling  of  last  year,  and 
that  certainly  is  not  cutting  It  back  un¬ 
realistically. 

As  I  said  before,  payments  from  these 
trust  funds  are  not  affected,  and  they 
should  not  be  affected  by  either  of  our 
amendments.  The  only  way  we  could 
affect  the  social  security  pasnnents,  the 
civil  service  retirement  payments,  or 
the  railroad  retirement  payments  would 
be  to  change  the  law.  Certainly  we  could 
do  that  at  any  time,  but  that  is  not  pro¬ 
posed.  There  is  no  disagreement  between 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  me 
as  to  what  is  being  exempted.  My 
amendment  as  compared  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  would  strike  from  the 
exempted  list — ^I  do  not  want  any  mis¬ 
understanding — many  of  those  items  ap¬ 
pearing  on  page  16  of  the  budget  which 
are  exempted  by  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  will  enumerate  them:  Pub¬ 
lic  assistance  grants,  including  medi¬ 
caid;  farm  price  supports  and  all  ex¬ 
penditures  under  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation;  the  postal  operations  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  mail  volume  or  other¬ 
wise.  The  legislative  branch  would  not  be 
exempted  under  my  amendment,  nor 
would  the  judiciary. 

The  point  is  that  whatever  ceiling  we 
agree  upon  should  be  a  realistic  figure, 
and  if  later  Congress  wants  to  change 
these  exemptions  let  us  do  it  affirma¬ 
tively  and  let  everybody  know  what  we 
are  doing.  , 

I  appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia.  He  has  been 
very  fair  in  explaining  his  amendment. 
I  think  he  is  accurate  in  his  explanation 
of  his  amendment,  and  I,  too,  have  tried 
to  explain  mine  as  I  think  it  will  work. 
We  are  not  ti-ying  to  kid  anybody.  The 
issue  is  very  clear  as  to  which  amend¬ 
ment  we  want.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  am  ready  to  proceed  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Does  the 
Senator  maintain  that  under  his  amend¬ 
ment  railroad  retirement,  civil  seiwice 
retirement,  and  foreign  service  retire¬ 
ment  would  be  exempted? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes.  At 
the  time  we  drafted  the  amendment  last 
year  we  were  advised  by  the  counsel  that 
It  was  not  necessary  to  mention  these 
trust  fund  payments  for  the  retirement 
benefits.  That  included  social  secui’ity, 
the  medicare  payments,  insurance  funds, 
and  the  civil  service  retirement  fund.  For 
that  reason  we  did  not  mention  them. 

Later,  the  alarming  statement  was 
made  by  the  former  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  that  if  Congress  did  not  act 
on  the  debt  ceiling  by  a  certain  date  so- 
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cial  security  recipients  might  not  re¬ 
ceive  their  checks,  and  that  statement 
got  a  lot  of  people  unduly  excited.  To 
make  sure  that  did  not  happen  again  the 
amendment  stated  clearly  that  they  are 
not  affected.  The  question  had  not  arisen 
on  the  other  funds.  I  would  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  spelling  it  out  for  them  also. 

They  do  not  need  to  be  spelled  out 
in  here,  but  they  are  not  covered.  They 
are  automatically  exempt. 

I  will  say,  further,  that  neither  the 
railroad  retirement  nor  the  civil  service 
retirement  is  mentioned  under  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment.  However,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  that,  too,  is  not  necessary  because 
they  are  automatically  covered,  whether 
they  are  mentioned  or  not.  So  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  point  of  dissension 
about  that. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  on  this  point  reads  as 
follows : 

Those  expenditures  which  are  trust  funds 
established  by  the  Social  Security  Act  as 
amended. 

Now  I  ask  the  further  question:  Were 
railroad  retirement,  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment,  and  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
programs  established  by  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act  as  amended? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  they 
were  not,  and  they  are  not  under  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  either;  because  on  page  16  they 
refer  to  social  security  and  other  social 
insurance  funds,  which  are  medicare,  dis¬ 
ability,  and  so  forth.  They  are  exempted 
just  the  same.  They  are  not  mentioned 
in  either  of  the  items  we  are  covering 
here.  It  is  not  necessary.  However,  if 
the  Senator  wanted  to  spell  that  out  I 
would  have  no  objection,  but  I  say  that 
it  should  be  spelled  out  in  both  amend¬ 
ments.  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary.  I 
would  be  willing  to  vote  on  this  with  the 
clear  understanding  that  they  are  ex¬ 
empted,  the  same  as  social  security,  or 
we  can  spell  it  out. 

For  example,  if  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  projected  expenditures  for  1970 
at  X  figure  and  suppose  retirements  were 
to  accelerate  toward  the  end  of  the  year, 
certainly  as  these  people  who  are  eligible 
for  retirement  elect  to  retire  there  is 
nothing  in  here  to  prohibit  them,  either 
imder  my  amendment  or  under  the 
amendment  from  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  want  the  floor  in  my  own  right. 

The  Senator  is  mistaken.  I  know  that 
he  intends  to  include  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  trust  fund,  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  trust  fund,  and  the  foreign  service 
retirement  trust  fund.  But  I  believe  he 
is  mistaken.  I  do  not  think  the  language 
in  the  amendment  as  written  would  do 
that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct — the  language  does  not  do 
it.  It  is  automatic  by  law.  There  is  no 
language  in  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  that  excludes 
them,  either. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  on  that  point,  the  language  in  my 
amendment  does  exclude  them. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Will  the 
Senator  show  it? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes;  I 
will  be  glad  to. 

On  page  71  of  the  bill,  on  line  6,  the 
items  exempted  under  the  committee 
approach  are  identified,  and  they  are 
identified  as  follows : 

Items  designated  “Open-ended  programs 
and  fixed  costs”  In  the  table  appearing  on 
page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States.  .  .  . 

On  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States,  the  item  reads  as  follows: 

Social  Security.  Medicare,  and  other  Social 
insurance  trust  funds. 

I  emphasize  the  words  “and  other 
social  insurance  trust  funds.’’ 

It  is  all  inclusive  of  foreign  service, 
civil  service,  and  railroad  i-etirement.  So 
under  the  language  of  the  committee  bill, 
all  these  social  insurance  trust  fimds  are 
clearly  included.  The  Senator  intends 
that  they  be  included  under  his  amend¬ 
ment,  but  according  to  the  clear  language 
of  his  amendment,  as  it  now  appears,  I 
am  constrained  to  believe  that  they  would 
be  omitted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will  not 
quarrel  with  the  Senator  because  there 
is  no  difference  in  the  objective.  I  think 
he  will  find  social  security  and  medicare, 
and  the  other  insurance  trust  funds  refer 
to  the  disability  insurance,  medicare,  and 
the  unemployment  insurance,  which  do 
come  under  the  category  of  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  department;  and  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  admit  that  in  discussing  this  we 
have  referred  to  the  item  which  was  the 
all-inclusive  item.  I  will  not  debate  the 
point  because  they  are  covered  anyway. 

However,  Mr.  President,  in  order  to 
make  sure  of  it  I  will  modify  my  amend¬ 
ment  in  paragraph  4  to  read  as  follows 
where  it  reads: 

Those  expenditures  from  trust  funds  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Social  Security  Act  as  amended. 

Insert  this  language: 

The  Railroad  Retirement'  Fund,  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Fund,  and  the  Foreign 
Service  Retirement  Act. 

I  SO  modify  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bellmon  in  the  chair) .  The  amendment 
is  so  modified. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Now  that 
does  include  it,  but  it  was  unnecessary. 
I  am  not  debating  this  point  because 
there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the 
Senator’s  committee  amendment  like¬ 
wise  covers  it.  I  do  not  think  it  covers 
it  imder  the  language  to  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  has  referred. 
That  is  my  understanding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  send  the  modification  to  the 
desk? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  just 
a  moment. 

I  do  not  think  there  was  any  question 
but  that  they  were  covered  and  that  it 
was  not  at  all  necessary  to  put  that  para¬ 
graph  in  because  it  would  automatically 
be  covered  whether  we  did  or  not.  But 
as  I  stated  before,  I  have  no  objection 
to  relieving  the  doubts. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum  and  send  the  modified  language 
to  the  desk. 


Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  suggest 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  pro¬ 
ceed  at  this  time,  and  the  Senator  can 
then  send  his  modifications  to  the  desk. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  to  discuss  a  matter  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
only  a  few  words  to  say,  but  I  would  like 
to  say  them  now  while  certain  amend¬ 
ments  are  being  cleared  up  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  Senators  would  like  to  hear 
the  words  of  the  distinguished  Senator. 
May  we  have  oi'der? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tlie 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
that  illness  in  the  family  made  it  com¬ 
pletely  impossible  for  me  to  be  present 
when  this  supplemental  bill  was  marked 
up  last  Friday,  so  that  I  did  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  make  this  statement  in 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  one  in  the 
Senate  who  has  had  a  more  consistent 
record  over  an  extended  number  of  years 
of  trying  to  hold  down  appropriations 
than  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 
However,  I  want  to  say  today  what  I  said 
last  year  when  we  had  a  different  Pi'esi- 
dent.  This  is  not  a  partisan  position,  be¬ 
cause  I  made  this  statement  in  relation 
to  President  Johnson  and  I  am  now  say¬ 
ing  the  same  thing  with  relation  to  Pres¬ 
ident  Nixon. 

I  wonder  when  the  Congress  and  its 
Appropriation  Committees  are  going  to 
face  up  to  their  own  jobs  and  their  own 
tasks,  and  do  the  cutting  themselves 
rather  than  to  tiY  by  artificial  means  to 
get  a  general  cut  in  the  appropriations, 
and  to  pass  on  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  choose  where  the  cuts 
shall  be  made. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  few  powers 
that  Congress  has  is  the  power  to  control 
the  purse.  If  we  have  lost  control  not 
only  of  the  purse  but  of  ourselves,  if  we 
cannot  perform  and  do  not  dare  to  try 
to  perform  the  functions  of  Congress, 
then,  it  is  indeed  a  discouraging 
situation. 

What  are  we  doing  here  today?  We  are 
writing  into  a  supplemental  bill,  a  sup¬ 
plemental  bill  dealing  with  deficits  in 
fiscal  year  1969,  a  ceiling  for  fiscal  year 
1970,  which  does  not  start  until  next 
month.  In  a  sense  we  are  tying  our  own 
hands  in  advance,  and  doing  it  almost 
casually  in  connection  with  a  supple¬ 
mental  bill. 

Everyone  knows  what  is  bound  to  hap¬ 
pen.  It  has  happened  under  Democratic 
Presidents  and  Republican  Presidents. 
It  is  bound  to  happen  again  as  it  hap¬ 
pened  last  year.  Congress  said  to  the 
President  that  we  wanted  to  cut  the  na¬ 
tional  budget  by  so  many  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  We  told  him  to  do  the  cutting,  and 
he  did  it.  Where  did  he  do  it?  He  did  it, 
as  has  been  the  time-honored  practice, 
in  some  of  the  most  sensitive  areas; 
areas  that  would  arouse  the  people.  Then, 
pretty  soon  we  began  to  have  thundering 
at  our  doors  by  people  who  are  upset  be¬ 
cause  they  were  not  going  to  get  their 
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impacted  school  funds,  because  they 
wei’e  not  going  to  get  their  school  milk 
money,  or  they  were  not  going  to  get 
their  school  lunch  money,  or  they  were 
not  going  to  get  some  of  the  other  items, 
smaller  items  to  be  sure,  but  items  hav¬ 
ing  a  great  impact. 

I  cannot  guarantee  that  the  present 
President  will  not  do  the  same  as  for¬ 
mer  Presidents  have  done.  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  has  fought,  bled, 
and  died  to  get  a  few  million  dollars  for 
title  in  funds  under  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Education  Act,  which  are  matched 
by  the  States,  and  which  every  superin¬ 
tendent  of  schools  and  every  principal 
or  headmaster  of  high  schools  in  my 
State,  and  I  suspect  in  other  States,  is 
anxious  to  obtain. 

If  the  amendments  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  are 
adopted  they  would  foreclose  our  do¬ 
ing  anything  about  the  language  at  the 
House  which  provided  that  certain  edu¬ 
cational  funds  should  not  be  interfered 
with.  We  would  foreclose  in  advance 
much  of  the  power  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  and  much  of  the  power 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  certainly  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  could  never  be 
characterized  as  a  dove,  but  people  are 
aroused  and  they  expect  action  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  Vietnam  question,  which  is 
the  most  sensitive  question  before  this 
country — the  matter  of  extricating  our¬ 
selves  from  Vietnam.  We  can  make 
speeches  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  from 
now  until  doomsday  but  they  will  ac¬ 
complish  little.  There  will  come  a  time 
within  the  next  few  months  when  we 
will  be  writing  the  military  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  there  will  come  a  time  when 
we  may  be  able  to  exert  some  influence 
on  the  military  or  the  administration  by 
judicious  handling  of  these  appropria¬ 
tions.  One  might  say  that  there  is  not 
much  that  we  can  do  so  long  as  we  have 
boys  in  Vietnam.  We  cannot  vote  against 
feeding  them  or  arming  them.  But  I  am 
not  talking  about  that.  I  am  talking 
about  the  constant  running  debate  con¬ 
cerning  military  appropriations  and  the 
charge  that  Congress  and  its  commit¬ 
tees  on  appropriations  have  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  scrutinized  them  and  put  to  the 
test  military  appropriations. 

All  of  these  things  lie  before  us  and 
we  are  here  today  trying,  in  one  fell 
swoop,  to  surrender  and  pass  Into  the 
hands  of  the  President  the  duty  of  mak¬ 
ing  the  decisions  that  we  either  do  not 
dare  or  do  not  have  the  intestinal  for¬ 
titude  to  make  for  ourselves.  If  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  fallen  to  that  point  it  does 
not  make  such  difference  what  we  do 
here  today  because  we  have  completely 
lost  control;  we  have  lost  control  of  the 
Government  and  we  have  lost  control 
of  our  own  sworn  duty. 

I  cannot  vote  for  the  amendments  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  as  much  as  I  admire  his  motives, 
and  his  desire  to  economize  and  save 
the  taxpayers’  money.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am 
strongly  tempted  not  to  vote  for  the  ap- 
propi’iation  bill  itself  if  it  carries  in  it 
the  dashed-off  agreement  on  a  fixed  ceil¬ 
ing,  without  thought  as  to  where  cuts 
are  going  to  be  taken,  and  simply  shoul¬ 


der  onto  the  Executive  downtown  the 
sworn  duty  of  Congress. 

As  the  appropriation  bills  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  one  by  one,  I  want  a 
chance  for  us  to  do  our  own  economiz¬ 
ing  and  to  decide  ourselves  where  cuts 
are  to  be  made. 

As  Senators  know,  the  people  of  this 
country  are  becoming  aroused.  We  are  in 
a  different  situation  now  than  we  have 
been  for  a  long  time.  There  is  a  tax¬ 
payers’  revolt.  Our  people  are  alert. 
Aroused  constituencies  are  aware  of  the 
situation  that  we  should  be  facing  up 
to.  I  do  not  like  to  nonchalantly  throw 
this  important  duty  aside. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  inconsistent 
in  this  because  when  the  first  attempt  to 
impose  spending  ceilings  was  made  last 
year,  coupled  with  the  10-percent  surtax, 
I  voted  against  the  whole  thing,  even 
though  I  felt  that  the  tax  was  necessary. 
I  did  so  because  I  could  not  and  did  not — 
and  said  so  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
with  relation  to  President  Johnson,  just 
as  I  say  it  today — believe  that  we  were 
justified  in  evading  our  responsibilities 
and  placing  them  on  the  shoulders  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  I  did 
not  think  that  was  the  intelligent  way  to 
handle  the  problem  and  I  was  positive  it 
would  come  back  to  haimt  us  in  the 
months  ahead — as  it  most  certainly  did. 

If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  adopted,  even  if  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  my  good  friend  on  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  who  is  guiding  this 
bUl  on  the  floor  at  the  present  time,  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  , 
are  added,  in  a  sense  we  will  have  fore¬ 
closed  the  opportunity  to  use  careful  and 
discriminating  judgment  in  where  to  cut. 
There  are  certainly  many  places  that 
cuts  can  be  made  but  I  do  not  like  to 
turn  over  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  his  Cabinet,  the  Pen¬ 
tagon,  or  someone  else,  the  power  to  se¬ 
lect  where  such  cuts  shall  be  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  somewhere 
between  here  and  the  committee  on  con¬ 
ference — I  wish  it  could  be  here,  but  I 
do  not  deceive  or  delude  myself — that 
somewhere  along  the  line  in  this  appro¬ 
priations  process  we  could  stand  up  and 
face  up  to  otu:  own  responsibilities.  We 
should  not  just  make  a  lump  sum  ap¬ 
propriation,  throw  it  into  the  President’s 
lap,  and  say,  “Cut  it  by  so  much.  Cut  it 
wherever  you  like,’’  and  then  in  a  few 
months  begin  to  scream,  to  groan,  and 
to  shout  because  it  was  cut  where  we 
as  individual  Senators  did  not  like. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  yield  for  a  few  questions? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am  hap¬ 
py  to  yield  to  my  good  friend  from  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  should  like  to 
get  a  better  understanding  of  the  total 
figure  which  the  outgoing  President 
Johnson  submitted  in  his  budget,  and 
then,  as  I  recall,  in  President  Nixon’s 
submitted  revised  budget  and  then  to¬ 
day  the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  mentioned  the  latest  revision,  I 
believe,  dated  May  20. 

My  question  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  is;  What  is  the  total  new  obliga- 
tional  authority  as  of  May  20? 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  an¬ 
swer  is  $205.9  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  wonder  whether  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  has  the  figure 
originally  submitted  by  the  outgoing 
President  Johnson  which  would  compare 
with  that? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  is 
$211.4  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  And  then  the 
one  final  figure,  the  original  Nixon  re¬ 
vised  budget? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
the  same  figure,  $205.9  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  It  is  $205.9 
billion? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Now,  as  I  recall, 
during  debate  today,  the  item  of  total  in¬ 
terest  on  the  national  debt  was  men¬ 
tioned.  I  am  not  clear  whether  it  is  $16 
billion,  which  is  the  figure  I  recollect  as 
being  in  the  budget,  or  whether  it  is  $16.4 
billion,  because  I  think  the  $16.4  billion 
figure  was  mentioned  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  is  $16.4 
billion,  as  of  May  20. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  So  there  has 
been  a  revision  up  to  date  of  $400  million 
in  that  item,  since  the  original  budget 
was  submitted,  I  take  it;  is  that  not  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  fig¬ 
ure  as  of  May  20  was  $16.4  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Now,  can  the 
Senator  give  me  the  social  security  trust 
fund  figure,  is  it  $42.1  billion? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
correct,  as  of  May  20,  for  social  security, 
including  medicare  and  other  social  in¬ 
surance  trust  funds. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Now,  does  the 
Senator  have  handy  the  social  security 
trust  fund  figure  in  the  original  budget? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No.  I  do 
not  have  that  figure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  have  available  the  other  trust  fund 
figures,  of  which  the  highway  trust  fimd, 
I  presume,  would  be  the  largest  other 
than  the  social  security  trust  fund?  What 
do  the  other  trust  funds  add  up  to? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
have  the  revised  figures  for  that  specific 
item. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Now  may  I  put  a  question  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr. 
Williams),  and  will  he  sdeld  for  that 
puipose? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
is  the  Senator  from  Virginia  correct  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  identical  to  or  sub¬ 
stantially  identical  to  the  legislation  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Senate  last  year  when  it 
approved  the  10 -percent  surtax? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  sub¬ 
stantially  identical  to  the  amendment 
that  was  passed  by  the  Senate.  However, 
In  the  conference  it  was  modified,  and 
some  exemptions  were  put  In  which  were 
not  in  the  Senate’s  amendment.  But  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  is  identical  to 
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the  amendment — I  have  the  old  bill  be¬ 
fore  me — except  that  we  changed  the 
figure  for  the  ceiling  to  bring  it  up  to 
date,  and  use  the  same  figure  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  his 
committee.  Other  than  that,  it  is  identi¬ 
cal  right  down  the  line.  We  just  change 
the  effective  dates.  It  has  the  same  ef¬ 
fective  as  the  so-called  Williams-Smath- 
ers  package  offered  on  March  8,  1968. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  If  the  Williams 
amendment  were  adopted  today,  would  it 
conform  to  the  language  of  legislation 
which  accompanied  the  10-percent  sur¬ 
charge? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  am  ready  to  vote.  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  take  only  a  minute  before 
the  vote  comes  up  on  my  amendment. 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  that  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  this  amendment  would  be  a 
delegation  of  the  authority  of  Congress 
to  the  President.  I  remarked  earlier  in 
my  statement  that  as  of  this  date  not 
a  single  appropriation  bill  for  any  agency 
of  the  Government  or  any  department 
thereof  has  as  yet  been  acted  on  for 
1970.  So  every  one  of  them  will  be  before 
us.  Even  if  it  accepted  this  ceiling  Con¬ 
gress  could  yet  make  its  selective  cuts  in 
the  various  appropriation  bills  as  they 
come  before  us  in  the  weeks  ahead.  To 
the  extent  that  we  did  that,  we  would  be 
delegating  no  authority  to  the  President. 
To  the  extent  that  we  failed  to  do  it  we 
would  delegate  to  the  President  that  au¬ 
thority  which  we  had  failed  to  exercise. 

As  to  the  question  of  why  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  offered  to  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  the  committee 
also  has  an  amendment  in  that  bUl,  and 
my  amendment  is  merely  a  substitute 
therefor. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  What  the  Senator’s 
amendment  does  do,  however,  is  that, 
regardless  of  the  action  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committees,  the  Appropriations 
Committees  are  compelled  to  meet  auto¬ 
matically  a  ceiling  that  is  set  down  today 
for  all  the  appropriation  bills  for  1970, 
no  matter  what  may  occur? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  It  would  be  a  ceiling  hanging 
over  the  heads  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  as  it  acted  on  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  in  the  months  ahead.  There  is 
no  argument  about  that,  and  it  was  so 
intended. 

Mr.  COTTON.  But  the  ceiling  laid 
down  last  year  was  not  quite  the  same. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  origi¬ 
nally  offered,  yes.  However,  later  it  was 
amended,  and  as  the  Senator  knows, 
I  strenuously  resisted  the  effort  in  many 
of  the  changes.  As  I  stated  earlier,  if 
we  adopt  a  ceiling  I  recognize  that  con¬ 
ceivably  Congress  could  amend  the  ceil¬ 
ing,  change  it,  make  exceptions.  I  realize 
that,  but  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  ceil¬ 
ing  let  us  have  one  that  Congress  would 
have  to  change  by  affirmative  action. 


Mr.  COTTON.  And  the  Senator’s 
amendment  really  ‘  amounts  to  drawing 
a  very  fine  New  Year’s  resolution  on  the 
part  of  all  of  us  to  save  the  taxpayers 
money? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  states  it  well.  In  the  light  of  the 
fact  that  this  Congress  and  o\ir  execu¬ 
tive  branch  together  have  been  living 
beyond  their  income  to  the  extent  that 
they  have  for  the  past  several  years  and 
in  the  Light  of  the  fact  that  we  are  oper¬ 
ating  right  now  at  a  deficit  of  $500  mil¬ 
lion  a  month  more  than  we  are  taking  in, 
I  would  say  the  answer  to  that  question 
is  “Yes.”  Perhaps  a  resolution  by  Con¬ 
gress  that  we  are  going  to  try  to  save  the 
taxpayers  some  money  Is  overdue.  I  wel¬ 
come  that  interpretation. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  agree  thorouglily  with 
the  Senator’s  suggestion.  I  agree  that  the 
time  has  come  to  make  the  resolution  and 
keep  it.  But  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire,  I  tliink,  is  even  older  in  years 
than  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  and  I 
do  not  know  what  the  experience  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  been,  but  I 
have  very  vivid  recollections  of  how  effec¬ 
tive  the  new  year’s  resolutions  are  and 
how  long  they  last.  We  have  to  do  this 
job  day  by  day  and  week  by  week.  We 
cannot  do  it  in  advance.  I  remember, 
when  I  was  a  child,  that  my  father  gave 
me  an  automatic  instrument  into  which 
I  could  put  dimes.  I  could  not  open  it  un¬ 
til  it  was  fuU.  It  was  enforced  saving. 
But  I  foimd  a  way  to  open  it  within,  I 
think,  2  days. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  This  is  a  day-to-day  op¬ 
eration,  and  we  will  have  to  work  in  the 
days  to  come  just  as  we  did  before.  I 
realize  that  Congress  can  go  on  a  sudden 
spending  spree  any  tune  it  wants  to,  to¬ 
morrow  or  the  day  after.  I  think  the 
Senator  will  agree  that  as  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  saw  it  he  did  the  best  he 
could,  and  I  assure  him  that  I  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  the  best  I  can  to  stop  the 
spending  spree.  I  was  not  one  who  was 
trying  to  break  the  ceiling. 

Mr.  CO'TTON.  He  did  exactly  that.  I 
commend  him  for  doing  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
assure  the  Senator  that  I  will  continue 
to  try  to  hold  down  these  expenditures. 
The  time  is  long  overdue  when  we  have 
to  bring  our  fiscal  imbalance  Into  bal¬ 
ance.  As  one  who  has  said  we  are  going 
to  have  to  continue  the  surtax,  which 
means  an  additional  tax  of  $8  to  $10  bil¬ 
lion  for  the  American  taxpayers  for  an¬ 
other  12  months,  at  the  same  time  I  say 
that  if  we  are  going  to  extend  the  surtax 
with  no  control  over  our  spending  I  do 
not  think  it  will  achieve  the  objective  we 
seek.  I  am  trying  to  achieve  the  objec¬ 
tive  of  holding  down  expenditures,  and 
I  assure  the  Senator  I  will  be  here  to¬ 
morrow  trying  to  do  it  just  as  I  am  today. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  of  which  the  distinguished 
Senator  is  not  a  member,  although  he  al¬ 
ways  contributes  to  the  cause,  has  that 
responsibility,  and  I  have  faith  in  the 
committee,  on  which  I  have  served  these 
years. 

I  think  we  are  thoroughly  aware  of 
what  we  are  up  against.  I  would  rather 
like  to  see  the  committee  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  come  in  and  show  what 


it  can  do,  without,  in  advance,  before 
anyone  knows  what  the  circumstances 
are  going  to  be,  having  the  Senate  and 
the  Congress  give  us  an  ultimatiun  and 
give  us  a  set  celling  under  which  we  have 
to  live. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
only  saying  that  I  will  accept  the  ceiling 
figure  which  the  Senator’s  own  commit¬ 
tee  approved  and  which  is  in  the  bill.  I 
am  only  trying  to  write  guidelines  and  to 
close  the  built-in  loopholes. 

The  committee  proposal  for  a  celling 
with  aU  of  the  built-in  exceptions  is  in 
my  opinion  merely  a  pious  hope.  It  is 
worthless  as  far  as  controlling  expendi¬ 
tures  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  may  I  say,  in  further  response  to 
the  inquiries  from  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd),  that  when  Presi¬ 
dent  Nixon  revised  his  budget  estimate 
as  of  April  15,  no  new  budget  document 
was  printed.  So  far  as  the  printed 
budget  document  is  concerned,  all  we 
have  is  the  one  submitted  by  President 
Johnson  on  my  birthday,  which  happens 
to  be  January  15,  this  year. 

Now,  if  I  may  address  my  remarks  to 
the  matter  before  the  Senate  for, 
decision. 

We  have  three  proposals  from  which 
the  Senate  will  have  to  choose — at  least 
three.  One  is  the  proposal  that  comes 
from  the  House,  which,  for  the  time  be¬ 
ing,  I  shall  disregard.  The  second  is  the 
proposal  which  was  worked  out  in  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
The  third  is  the  proposal  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  offered  by  way 
of  an  amendment. 

And  so  at  the  moment  I  would  like 
just  briefly  to  attempt  to  explain  and 
to  distinguish  between  these  two  pro¬ 
posals,  the  one  by  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  other  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

The  proposal  offered  by  the  Senate 
committee  would  reduce  the  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  figure,  presented  by  the  President 
in  his  revised  budget  estimates,  by  $5 
billion,  to  the  figure  of  $187.9  billion. 

The  committee  then  would  exempt 
from  any  forced  reduction  those  items 
which  are  considered  to  be  unpredicta¬ 
ble,  such  as  support  for  Southeast  Asia; 
uncontrollable  and  fixed,  such  as  the 
interest  on  the  national  debt;  and  open- 
ended,  such  as  public  assistance  grants. 
These  items,  which  would  be  exempted 
under  the  Senate  committee  recommen¬ 
dation,  are  estimated  to  total  $106.7  bil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1970. 

Now,  the  committee  bill  says  that  it 
will  exempt  these  items  in  1970  in  the 
amount  by  which  they  exceed  the  ex¬ 
penditure  for  the  same  items  in  fiscal 
year  1969;  they  are  estimated  to  total 
$103.6  billion  in  fiscal  year  1969,  and 
they  are  estimated  to  total,  as  I  have 
said,  $106.7  billion  in  1970. 

Therefore,  the  difference  is  $3.1  bil¬ 
lion,  which  would  exempt,  and  this  fig¬ 
ure  is  added  on  to  the  $187.9  billion,  to 
make  a  total  of  $191  billion,  which  would 
constitute  the  expenditure  ceiling  in 
lieu  of  the  $192.9  billion. 

The  Senate  committee  then  nails  the 
reduction  down.  It  says  that  there  must 
be  a  reduction  of  not  less  than  $1.9  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  controllable  items — the  $1.9 
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billion  being  derived  by  subtracting 
from  $192.9  billion,  the  President’s  esti¬ 
mate,  the  $191  billion,  which  is  the  ceil¬ 
ing  established  by  the  committee. 

Those  items  that  are  exempted,  and 
which  may  up  the  $106.7  billion,  under 
the  committee  bill  are  these : 

Support  for  Southeast  Asia,  $25.2  bil¬ 
lion — that  is  the  latest  estimate,  as  of 
May  20 ; 

Social  security  and  the  other  social  in¬ 
surance  trust  funds,  including  railroad 
retirement,  civil  service  retirement.  For¬ 
eign  Service  retirement,  totaling  $42.1 
billion — again,  the  very  latest  figure; 

Interest  on  the  national  debt,  $16.4  bil¬ 
lion; 

Pay  increases  for  military  and  civilian 
employees,  $2.8  billion; 

Veterans’  pensions,  compensation,  and 
insurance,  $6.1  billion; 

Public  assistance  grants,  including 
medicaid,  $7.2  billion; 

Farm  price  supports  under  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  $3.6  billion; 

“Other”  items — which  would  include 
IDA,  the  International  Development  As¬ 
sociation,  for  example,  and  vocational 
rehabilitation — in  the  amount  of  $2.1 
billion; 

Legislative  and  judiciary,  $.4  billion; 

Postal  operations,  depending  upon  the 
mail  volume,  $.5  billion. 

I  believe  there  is  one  more  item, 
amounting  to  $.4  billion,  and  that  is  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  for  impacted  areas.  If  I  have  left 
out  no  items,  these  items  should  add  up 
to  $106.7  billion  which  would  be  ex¬ 
empted  under  the  bill.  And  these  are  May 
20  estimates,  as  secured  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget. 

This  would  leave  $86.2  billion  within 
which  reductions  could  be  made.  But  the 
$86.2  billion,  Mr.  President,  is  made  up 
of  only  two  items:  Defense,  $52.5  billion, 
and  “other,”  $33.7  billion. 

So  there  is  where  the  President  and 
Congress  would  have  to  make  the  cuts. 
And  within  that  $86.2  billion.  Defense 
and  other,  there  is  $18.9  billion  In  prior 
year  contracts  and  obligations. 

This  further  reduces  the  area  within 
which  cuts  can  be  made  to  a  figure  of 
$67.3  billion.  That  is  all  we  have  to  work 
from:  $67.3  billion.  And  the  major  por¬ 
tion  of  that  is  Defense.  So,  we  are  work¬ 
ing  in  a  pretty  small  area. 

The  committee,  as  I  say,  would  re¬ 
quire  a  reduction  of  $1.9  billion.  It  does 
not  say  that  the  President  has  to  make 
this  cut.  It  simply  says  that  the  President 
must  make  this  cut  if  we  do  not  make  it. 
But  it  does  exempt  those  programs  which 
are  mandatory,  uncontrollable,  unpre¬ 
dictable,  fixed,  and  open  ended. 

Now,  a  $1.9  billion  cut  is  a  pretty  siz¬ 
able  cut.  In  fiscal  year  1968,  Congress  re¬ 
duced  appropriations  in  the  amount  of 
$5,567  billion;  but  the  expenditure  im¬ 
pact  was  only  $1,907  billion.  So  there 
Is  a  good  example  that  fits  almost  into 
the  very  picture  that  we  have  here  today. 
We  ai-e  talking  about  a  $1.9  billion  cut  in 
expenditures.  What  does  that  mean, 
when  it  comes  to  cutting  appropriations? 
Well,  in  1968,  it  meant  a  cut  in  appropri¬ 
ations  of  $5,567  billion.  That  is  a  pretty 
sizable  cut. 

If  we  consider  fiscal  year  1969,  Con¬ 
gress  cut  appropriations  by  $13,188  bil¬ 
lion.  But  what  was  the  amoimt  of  the 


expenditure  reduction?  Just  twice  what 
we  are  trying  to  achieve  here:  $3,803 
billion. 

Now,  we  are  not  bound  to  stay  below 
the  $1.9  billion  figure.  Congress  can  cut 
more,  may  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire.  Congress 
can  cut  more  from  that  figure  if  Con¬ 
gress  so  desires.  Congress  can  cut  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  extent  that  the  expendi¬ 
ture  impact  would  be  twice  that  much, 
if  it  wants  to.  But  under  the  committee 
bill.  Congress  and  the  President  would 
at  least  know  that  a  reduction  of  $1.9 
billion  is  required.  I  think  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  want  to  see  some  kind  of  responsible 
reduction  made  in  Federal  expenditures. 
The  committee  has  sought  to  face  up  to 
the  need. 

Now,  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  require  a  $5  billion  cut  in  expendi¬ 
tures.  But  if  we  are  to  judge  from  ex¬ 
perience,  that  would  require  appropria¬ 
tion  cuts  trebling  that  amount,  or  up  to 
$15  or  $16  billion. 

'The  Senator  from  Delaware,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  exempts  only  four  items.  Granted, 
they  amount  to  about  $89  billion,  he  ex¬ 
empts  only  four  items.  He  does  not  ex¬ 
empt  public  assistance  grants,  which 
were  exempted  last  year  up  to  $560  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  budget  estimate.  He  does 
not  exempt  farm  price  supports,  which 
were  exempted  last  year  up  to  $907  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  budget  estimate.  He  does 
not  exempt  the  so-called  other  items, 
vocational  rehabilitation,  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  Association — I  must 
admit  I  voted  against  that,  but  it  is  in 
the  bill — ^nor  does  he  exempt  legislative, 
for  example. 

The  Senator’s  amendment  would  not 
exclude  mandatory  pay  Increases.  So, 
boiled  down  to  its  lowest  common  de¬ 
nominator,  the  Senator’s  amendment  is 
imworkable,  in  that  it  is  too  stringent.  It 
would  not  exempt  any  of  the  other  items 
that  are  just  as  mandatory,  just  as  un¬ 
controllable  and  open  ended,  and  just 
as  unpredictable  as  are  the  four  items 
exempted:  and  it  would  require  too  deep 
a  cut,  one  which  I  think  would  put  the 
President  in  an  untenable  position. 

The  President  has  already  cut  the 
Johnson  budget  by  $4  billion;  and  then, 
were  we  to  force  another  $5  billion,  that 
would  make  a  total  of  $9  billion.  I  do  not 
think  the  President  can  live  with  that. 

If  Congress  wants  to  make  a  $5  billion 
cut,  it  can  still  do  it  under  the  commit¬ 
tee  proposal,  but  it  will  not  be  required 
to  do  it,  nor  will  the  President  be  re¬ 
quired  to  do  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  able 
Senator’s  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  points  out  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  proposes  cuts  of  $5  bil¬ 
lion.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  com¬ 
mittee  version  would  provide  for  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $1.9  billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  know 
that.  However,  it  would  be  $3.1  billion 
below  President  Johnson’s  budget  figures. 
However,  that  Is  not  the  big  difference. 
The  big  difference  is  to  the  extent  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  provides  a  mandatory 
ceiling. 
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My  amendment  provides  that  the  ceil¬ 
ing  has  some  teeth  in  It,  and  if  the 
amendment  is  adopted  everyone  will  be 
on  notice  that  it  does  mean  that  the 
cuts  would  have  to  be  made  or  Congress 
by  affirmative  action  would  have  to 
amend  the  ceiling. 

There  would  be  no  automatic  trigger 
for  the  increases  as  provided  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

I  am  ready  to  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  gave 
the  figures  in  the  Nixon  budget  as  $192.9 
billion.  What  is  the  figure  for  the  John¬ 
son  budget  which  would  compare  with 
that  figure? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  would 
be  $4  billion  in  excess  of  that  figure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  have  the  exact  figures  handy? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  would 
be  $196.9  billion,  $4  billion  in  excess  of 
the  Nixon  budget  figure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  modified 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son)  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Mansfield)  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Aiken)  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mathias)  is  detained  on  official  business 
and,  if  present  and  voting,  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  16, 
nays  80,  as  follows: 

[No.  36  Leg.] 

YEAS — 16 


Allen 

Fannin 

Saxbe 

Byrd,  Va. 

Goldwater 

Thurmond 

Oook 

Hansen 

Tydlngs 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Williams,  Del. 

Curtis 

Packwood 

Dole 

Proxmlre 

NATS— 80 

Allott 

Griffin 

Mundt 

Baker 

Gurney 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Harris 

Muskie 

Bellmon 

Hart 

Nelson 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Pastore 

Bible 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Holland 

Pell 

Brooke 

Holllngs 

Percy 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hughes 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Rlbicoff 

Case 

Jackson 

Russell 

Church 

Javlts 

Schwelker 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Dlrksen 

Long 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Dominick 

McCarthy 

Stennls 

Eagleton 

McClellan 

Stevene 

Eastland 

McGee 

Symington 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbrlght 

Miller 

Yarborough 

Goodell 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Gravel 

Moss 
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Aiken 
Anderson 

So  the  modified  amendment  of  Mr. 
Williams  of  Delaware  was  rejected. 


JISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIKSKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  ^e  manager  of  the  pending 
bill  and  the  m^inguished  acting  major¬ 
ity  leader,  in  ^w  of  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  from  MV^achusetts  will  prob¬ 
ably  address  the  Senate  for  about  1  hour, 
and  in  view  of  the  o^k,  whether  there 
will  be  any  business  twisacted  after  the 
address  by  the  Senato^rom  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  may  we  have  order  iiNhe  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICE^The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mt  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  was  not  awai’e  that  the  ^tin- 
guished  Senator  from  MassachiAetts 
was  planning  to  make  a  speech  1  h^r 
in  length.  If  that  is  the  case,  I  do  nc 
think  we  should  try  to  press  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  pending  bill  this  afternoon. 
Some  Senators  have  to  go  to  New  York 
and  elsewhere  for  very  important  rea¬ 
sons.  Then,  too,  there  are  at  least  three 
amendments,  if  not  more,  that  will  re¬ 
quire  some  discussion  and  possibly  a  roll- 
call  vote. 

However,  there  is  a  continuing  resolu¬ 
tion  that  we  should  adopt  in  the  Senate 
today  if  700,000  postal  employees  are  to 
receive  their  pay  on  Thursday,  which  is 
in  the  day  after  tomorrow.  If  this  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution  is  not  adopted,  these 
700,000  employees,  I  am  told,  will  not  be 
paid.  The  House  of  Representatives  has 
already  passed  the  continuing  resolution. 
I  think  it  is  incumbent,  therefore,  upon 
the  Senate  likewise  to  pass  the  resolu¬ 
tion  quickly. 

If  we  can  complete  action  on  that 
measure  today  I  do  not  think  we  should 
attempt  to  do  anything  further  today  on 
the  pending  bill,  by  way  of  any  votes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  the  resolution  ready 
to  be  submitted? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  re§ 
olution  is  ready. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Would  the  Sector 
from  Massachusetts  yield  for  thaypur- 
poso? 

Mr.  BROOKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  suggest  that 
the  distinguished  acting  maj^ty  leader 
ask  for  immediate  considgfation  of  the 
resolution. 

CONTINUING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
POSTAL  EZ&>LOYEES 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Vrest  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  tl^  the  Chair  lay  before 
the  Senate  a  Inessage  from  the  House 
of  Represen^lves  on  House  Joint  Reso¬ 
lution  782y 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  thOSenate  House  Joint  Resolution 
782,  ^king  further  continuing  appro- 
pria^ns  for  the  fiscal  year  1969,  and 
fo^ther  purposes,  which  was  read  twice 
bjr  its  title. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
"ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  its  immediate  con¬ 
sideration. 


Tlie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  as  I  have  already  explained,  un¬ 
less  the  Senate  adopts  this  continuing 
resolution,  which  was  agreed  to  earlier 
by  the  House  of  Representatives,  700,- 
000  postal  employees  will  not  receive 
their  pay  on  Thursday  of  this  week.  The 
Postmaster  General  called  me  earlier 
today  and  he  is  very  anxious  for  the 
Senate  to  act,  because  otherwise  he  will 
have  no  funds  to  meet  his  payroll.  Here 
we  are  48  hours  away  from  payday  for 
700,000  postal  employees,  and  I  think  it 
is  important  and  imperative  that  the 
Senate  today  adopt  the  continuing  reso¬ 
lution,  House  Joint  Resolution  782. 

I  move  the  resolution’s  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  third  reading  and  passage 
of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  782V 
was  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  t)re 
^hird  time,  and  passed. 

)RDER  FOR  ADJOURNMI 

Mr\  BYRD  of  West  Virsfma.  Mr. 
Presid^t,  I  ask  unanimous  omisent  that 
when  tnW  Senate  complet^  its  business 
today  it  ^nd  in  adjourjlment  imtil  12 
o’clock  nooiktomorrow. . 

The  PRESSING  OTFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is^  ordered. 


ORDER, 


BUSINESS 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  l^ssachusetite  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BR^KE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  di^inguished  Sen^r  from  Mis¬ 
souri. 

Mr. /SYMINGTON.  Mr.  pMsident,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Ispay  Pro- 
cee>r  for  5  minutes. 

’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
jjection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Sene.tor 
'from  Missouri  may  proceed  for  5 
utes. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  ma3 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 


KANSAS  CITY  DESERVES  ADDED 
SERVICE  TO  POR’TLAND-SEATTLE 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  since  May  29 
to  review  the  decision  in  the  Reopened 
Pacific  Northwest-Southwest  Service  In¬ 
vestigation  and  am  extremely  disap¬ 
pointed  that  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board,  by  a  3-to-2  decision,  on  that  date, 
again  denied  the  much-needed  competi¬ 
tive  service  between  the  Kansas  City 
and  Portland-Seattle  markets. 

Based  on  the  statistics  presented  by 
city  ofiQcials  and  civic  leaders  in  asking 
reconsideration,  it  is  aU  too  clear  that 
the  present  carrier — with  one  round- 
trip  a  day  between  Kansas  City  and 
Portland,  and  one  roimd-trip  a  day  be¬ 
tween  Kansas  City  and  Seattle — is  not 
providing  the  level  of  service  merited. 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  an  ex¬ 
aminer  for  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board, 


on  two  separate  occasions,  studied  ^lie 
needs  of  this  market  and  on  bothy 
casions  recommended  that  a  comp^tive 
carrier  be  certified  for  this  rou^  Fur¬ 
ther,  this  finding  was  substantiated  by 
the  Board’s  own  staff,  the  Bur^u  of  Op¬ 
erating  Rights. 

Based  on  these  finding^  by  the  ex¬ 
aminer  and  by  the  Boar^taff,  it  is  not 
only  disappointing  but/difiacult  to  un¬ 
derstand  why  three  /members  of  the 
Board  persist  in  rulhfg  that  competitive 
service  not  be  allo\y^. 

I  would  hope  ^ansas  City  and  Port¬ 
land-Seattle  iwresentatives  will  file 
again  as  soon ^  possible  for  competitive 
service;  ancLon  the  meantime,  I  would 
also  hope  Senate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee  wUi^^look  into  the  lack  of  competi¬ 
tive  ser^ce,  and  therefore  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  ^rvice  in  this  market. 

Mr/President,  as  further  example  of 
th^eeling  in  Kansas  City  as  to  the  in- 
a^quacy  of  present  service  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
'^have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
an  editorial  from  the  Kansas  City  Times 
of  April  5,  “An  Air  Ruling  Shorts  Kansas 
City  and  the  Pacific  Northwest.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

An  Air  Ruling  Shorts  Kansas  City  and 
THE  Pacific  Northwest 

The  denial  of  expanded  airline  service  be¬ 
tween  Kansas  City  and  the  Pacific  Northwest 
by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  board  is  a  most 
unfortunate  and,  we  think,  a  misguided  rul¬ 
ing.  This  rebuff  to  the  self -considered  best 
interests  of  both  areas  actually  was  executed 
by  three  of  the  CAB’s  five  members.  The  two 
others  agreed  with  the  CAB’s  Bureau  of  Op¬ 
erating  Rights  and  Its  examiner  In  the  case — 
that  a  need  exists  for  additional  service  on 
the  Kansas  City-Portland-Seattle  route. 

How  sharply  the  3-man  CAB  majority  de¬ 
parted  from  the  views  of  those  directly  con¬ 
cerned  can  be  shown  In  the  following  facts: 

The  city  government  and  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  here,  after  extensive  studies  of  the 
potential  market,  requested  the  additional 
service  to  the  Northwest. 

So  did  the  Pacific  Northwest  cities  directly 
concerned.  Including  civic  and  business  In¬ 
terests.  Seattle’s  bid  also  was  actively  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  attorney  general  of  the  state 
of  Washington. 

There  were  several  applicants  for  a  new 
sponnectlon  between  the  two  areas  in  addi- 
ton  to  the  route  already  served  by  United 
Alt  Lines.  The  choice.  If  there  was  to  be  one, 
na^wed  between  Trans  World  Airlines  and 
Eastam  Airlines.  After  lengthy  hearings  the 
CAB  examiner  recommended  T.  W.  A.  Instead 
of  Eastaai  which  sought  a  mandatory  stop 
at  Kansak  City  on  its  St.  Louis-Portland- 
Seattle  roi^.  Both  T.  W.  A.  and  Eastern  are 
convinced  that  the  desired  service  Is  needed 
and  can  be  ^ade  profitable.  These  hard- 
headed  apprai^s  are  based  on  economic 
surveys. 

Air  traffic  Is  gfkiwing  spectacularly  year 
after  year.  Kansas  Cf^  Is  one  of  the  few  large 
communities  that  hasSlnvested  In  a  new  air¬ 
port  specifically  design^  to  handle  the  com¬ 
ing  jumbo  transports  and  other  special  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Jet  age.^oreover,  air  con¬ 
gestion  Is  not  a  problem  he^as  It  Is  at  most 
major  aviation  centers.  Despite  Its  readiness 
to  take  on  expanded  airline  activities,  Kan¬ 
sas  City  finds  Itself  being  brusrted  aside  by 
a  seemingly  Indifferent  majorl^  of  the 
CAB’s  present  members. 

Parties  in  the  case — which  Is  separate  from 
the  Trans-Pacific  case  now  under  presiden¬ 
tial  review — can  file  exceptions  to  the  board’s 
negative  ruling.  But  there  Is  little  hope^at 
this  time  that  the  viewpoint  of  the  2 -mail 
minority  will  prevail. 
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It  may  be  necessary  to  wait  for  a  more 
enli^tened  majority  attitude  that  could 
come  ydth  future  changes  In  the  CAB’S  mem- 
bershlpi.  The  problem  Is  that  the  need  for 
this  route  exists  now.  Kansas  City  and  the 
Pacific  NoVj;hwest  have  been  badly  served  by 
the  authority  charged  with  organizing  the 
nation’s  air  network  in  the  public’s  interest 
and  convenlem 

Mr.  SYMINCjXpN.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  cimsent  for  insertion  in 
the  Record  of  a  c^y  of  the  petition  for 
reconsideration  filea-iy  the  city  of  Kan¬ 
sas  City  and  the  Charter  of  Commerce 
of  Greater  Kansas  CityNh  the  Reopened 
Pacific  Northwest-Southw^t  Service  In¬ 
vestigation,  a  request  th^  was  subse 
quently  denied  by  the  Civili^eronautics 
Board  on  May  29. 

There  being  no  objection,  th^^®etition 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  H^icord, 
as  follows: 

[Before  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  W^h- 
ington,  D.C.,  Docket  15459,  et  al.] 

In  the  Matter  op  the  Reopened  Pacifk 
Northwest-Southwest  Service  Investi¬ 
gation 


(Petition  for  reconsideration  of  Order  69—4-11 
of  the  city  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Greater  Kansas 
City) 

Kansas  City  is  profoundly  shocked  by  the 
Board  majority’s  indifference  to  its  urgent 
need  for  additional  competitive  service  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  After  almost  five  years  of 
proceedings  and  two  Initial  Decisions,  both 
of  which  found  a  need  for  competitive  serv¬ 
ice,  a  majority  of  the  Board  has  now  told 
Kansas  City  that  it  must  continue  to  be  the 
victim  of  United’s  extremely  poor  monopoly 
service  to  Seattle  and  Portland. 

The  citizens  of  Kansas  City  are  Incensed 
by  this  decision  because  they  have  gone  "aU 
out”  to  provide  a  new  airport  known  as  Kan¬ 
sas  City  International  Airport,  scheduled  for 
opening  by  June  1,  1970  at  an  initial  invest¬ 
ment  of  more  than  $212  million.  ’They  are  at 
a  loss  to  understand  why  the  Board  (as  well 
as  other  Federal  agencies)  would  urge  com¬ 
munities  to  expand  their  ground  facilities 
to  accommodate  growing  passenger  tralflc, 
present  jets  and  superjets  of  the  future,  and 
then  leave  them  high  and  dry.  Demoralizing, 
hardly  reflects  the  feeling  in  Kansas  City. 
The  conclusion  of  the  majority  that  the  Kan¬ 
sas  City-Northwest  market  has  no  pressing 
need  for  competitive  service  is  legally  and 
factually  unsupportable  and  should  be  re-» 
versed. 

1.  THE  KANSAS  CITY-SEATTLE/PORTLAND  MARKET 
WILL  GENERATE  SUBSTANTIAL  TRAFFIC  WITI 
PROPER  SERVICE  AND  IS  LARGE  ENOUGH 
JUSTIFY  COMPETITION 

In  1967,  close  to  25,000  O&D  and  collect¬ 
ing  passengers  moved  between  Kans^  City 
and  Seattle;  another  14,000  such  p^sengers 
travelled  between  Kansas  City  an^Tortland. 
Despite  extremely  poor  service y«y  United, 
traffic  increased  by  about  17  ^percent  over 
1966.  Using  the  Board’s  forec^tlng  method¬ 
ology  employed  in  its  decision — 15%  annual 
growth  and  20%  stimulattOTi,  a  stimulation 
far  too  low  in  view  of  t^e  market’s  under¬ 
development — the  Kan^  Clty-Seattle  mar¬ 
ket  would  reach  45.006  passengers  by  1970 
or  124  dally  passengeife — a  level  of  traffic  well 
in  excess  of  the  Bird’s  100  dally  passenger 
criterion  for  competitive  service.  ’The  Kansas 
City-Portland  imfrket  would  be  close  to  26,000 
or  71  dally  pas^ngers. 

The  use  oy  only  a  20  %  stimulation  factor 
is  manlfesW'y  improper  in  the  circumstances 
here.  United  operates  only  a  single  round  trip 
in  each  of  the  markets.  On  the  basis  of  the 
traffic  experience  in  the  St.  Louis-Pacific 
Northwest  markets  where  the  traffic  has  in¬ 
creased  threefold,  after  Eastern’s  institution 


of  service,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  assume 
that  the  Kansas  City  markets  in  issue  would 
be  stimulated  between  75%  and  100%.  Using 
the  lower  75%  stimulation  factor,  the  Kansas 
City-Seattle  market  in  1970  would  amount  to 
66,000  passengers  or  180  daily  passengers,  the 
Kansas  Clty-Portland  market  would  reach 
37,000  passengers  or  over  100  daily  passengers. 
’These  volumes  of  traffic  would  clearly  support 
competitive  service,  especially  in  view  of 
United’s  minimal  schedule  pattern. 

Clear  evidence  of  the  underdevelopment  of 
Kansas  City-Pacific  Northwest  markets  is 
reflected  in  the  surge  of  the  St.  Louis-Pacific 
Northwest  traffic  after  Eastern’s  institution 
of  a  good  pattern  of  service  in  the  latter 
market.  In  1966,  before  Eastern’s  service  be¬ 
tween  St.  Louis  and  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
the  Kansas  City  market  was  50%  larger  than 
the  St.  Louis  market.  In  1967,  the  roles  were 
completely  reversed  with  the  St.  Louis  mar¬ 
ket  being  70%  larger.*  With  the  Institution 
of  an  adequate  volume  of  service  in  the 
Kansas  City  markets,  traffic  response  would 
be  equally  as  dramatic  as  that  of  St.  Louis. 

We  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  the  Board’s 
failure  to  take  into  account  the  connecting 
\  and  beyond  traffic  that  would  flow  over  the 
v|Cansas  City-Pacific  Northwest  segments.  In 
its  forecast  for  other  markets  in  its  decision, 
tmi  Board  Includes  connecting  traffic,  but 
disregards  it  in  the  Case  of  Kansas  City.  More 
impoi^antly,  the  Board’s  approach  to  be¬ 
yond  txaffic  at  Kansas  City  is  Inconsister'” 
with  lts'‘Mproach  at  St.  Louis.  In  its  earh^r 
decision,  ^e  Board  foimd  that  “the  al^ity 
to  provide  T^yond  St.  Louis  services  is  the 
selection  for^Ahls  route.”  And  ther^ is  no 
factor  or  greatest  Importance  ly  carrier 
question  that  ^beyond  traffic  h^  figured 
heavily  in  Easter^  St.  Louls-Pii^fic  North¬ 
west  operation.  It  W(^d  also  be  An  extremely 
Important  element  irK^rovldlM  a  traffic  pool 
for  flights  between  l^^sa^'^City  gnd  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  TetS^^  Board  Ignores 
the  availability  of  back  Vp  traffic  in  evalu¬ 
ating  the  Kansas  Clty^^oirthwest  markets’ 
potential.  Bearing  liymln^the  emphasis 
placed  by  the  Board  in  manyNither  cases  on 
beyond  gateway  ^^ffic  flowsX  we  cannot 
understand  why  /the  Board  d&^mlnates 
here  against  Ka^as  City’s  positions^  a  hub 
through  whlclysubstantlal  volumes  af  traffic 
could  be  at^cted  enroute  to  the  pacific 
Northwest.  Furthermore,  if  the  BoardX  ob¬ 
jective  to  Fase  congestion  at  Chicago  is  ^er 
going  tOyi^e  achieved,  then  it  must  turn 
opportunities  for  relief  such  as  Kansas  Cltj 
offers/ln  this  proceeding. 

lere  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  traffic 
pojfentlal  exists  for  additional  service  be- 
feen  Kansas  City  and  the  Pacific  North- 
vest.  It  awaits  development  by  a  competitor 
for  United,  whose  unbelievably  poor  service 
record  holds  out  no  prospect  that  the  market 
will  ever  be  adequately  served  or  promoted. 

H.  UNTTED’S  service  between  KANSAS  CTTY  AND 

THE  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  HAS  BEEN  GROSSLY 

INADEQUATE 

United  has  been  authorized  to  serve  the 
Kansas  City-Pacific  Northwest  markets  for 
over  thirteen  years.  And  after  this  long 
period  of  time  United  today  operates  but 
one  round  trip  in  each  of  the  two  markets, 
a  single  nonstop  round  trip  between  Seattle 
and  Kansas  City  and  a  single  non-stop  round 
trip  between  Kansas  City  and  Portland.  For 
only  a  brief  period  iii  1967  did  one  of  the 
markets,  Kansas  Clty-Seattle,  enjoy  the 
“luxury”  of  two  United  flights.  Against  this 
background  of  poor  service  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  how  the  Board  can  conclude 
that  the  market  receives  a  reasonable  quan¬ 
tum  of  single-plane  service.  Moreover,  single- 


•1967  traffic  for  St.  Louis-Pacific  North¬ 
west  markets  based  on  last  2  quarters  of  year 
and  then  annualized  to  compensate  for  fact 
that  St.  Louis-Pacific  Northwest  service  by 
Eastern  did  not  begin  until  'the  middle  of 
the  year. 


carrier  connecting  service  is  extremely  lim¬ 
ited.  As  a  result  it  is  not  surprising  to  find^ 
that  in  1967  United  carried  only  65%  of  the 
Kansas  Clty-Seattle  traffic  and  69.5%  of  Gw 
Kansas  Clty-Portland  traffic  on  a  sinme- 
carrier  basis. 

The  token  service  that  United  giv/&  the 
Kansas  City-Pacific  Northwest  mark^  would 
be  better  not  provided  at  all  if  i^is  going 
to  be  used  by  the  Board  as  a  yceason  for 
not  granting  badly  needed  comuetltive  serv¬ 
ice.  The  St.  Louts -Seattle  mai^t  now,  after 
less  than  2  years  of  slngle-^ne  authoriza¬ 
tion,  received  4  times  the  number  of  sched¬ 
ules  that  the  once  larger  ^nsas  City-Seattle 
market  receives.  Surelj^Kansas  City  after 
thirteen  years  is  entitle  to  something  more 
than  the  bare  minimum  of  service  that 
United  reluctantly^  offers.  Competitive 
authority  in  the  market  is  the  only  assur¬ 
ance  that  Kansfe  City  wlU  ever  receive 
improved  servifiA  to  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

CONCLUSION 

’The  Katies  City-Seattle/Portland  markets 
have  suf^ed  frorn  more  than  a  decade  of 
negligent  and  indifference.  TTie  future,  with 
only  United  in  the  markets,  is  bleak,  Kansas 
City yfespectfully  submits  that  competition 
in  yiese  markets  is  required  by  the  public 
convenience  and  necessity. 

'Respectfully  submitted. 

Herbert  C.  Hoffman, 

City  Counselor. 

Aaron  A.  Wilson,  Jr., 

Deputy  City  Counselor. 

(Attorneys  for  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Greater 
Kansas  City.) 

Dated:  April  18,  1969. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  SERVICE 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  have,  this  day, 
served  a  copy  of  the  foregoing  Petition  for 
Reconsideration  of  Order  69-4-11  of  the  City 
of  Kansas  City,  Missouri  and  ’The  Chamber 
of  Commerce  of  Greater  Kansas  City  upon 
each  party  of  record  in  this  proceeding  by 
mailing  a  copy  thereof,  properly  addressed, 
postage  prepaid. 

Dated  at  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  this  ISth 
day  of  April,  1969. 

Aaron  A.  Wilson,  Jr., 

Deputy  City  Counselor. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  for  Inser¬ 
tion  in  the  Record  of  a  letter  from  the 
able  mayor  of  Kansas  City,  Hon.  Hus  W. 
)avls,  dated  Apill  24,  In  which  he  pre¬ 
sorts  the  cogent  arguments  as  to  why 
thVe  should  be  competitive  service  be- 
twem  the  Kansas  City  and  Portland- 
Seattre  markets. 

There\being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  order^  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:'’ . 

OF  Kansas  City,  Mo., 

April  24,  1969. 

Hon.  Stuart  SySkngton, 

UjS.  Senator,  Senai^Offlce  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  SyiOngton:  Kansas  CSty 
urgently  requests  youXsupport  of  our  mo¬ 
tion  to  the  dvU  Aeroi^utlcs  Board  for 
reconsideration  of  their  ntrant  decision  re¬ 
jecting  competitive  air  servite  between  Kan¬ 
sas  City  and  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Their 
adverse  decision  in  the  Re^tened  Pacific 
Northwest- Southwest  Service  Investigation, 
Docket  15459  et  al,  was  a  severe  blpw  to  the 
citizens  of  Kansas  City. 

’This  proceeding  has  gone  on 
five  years  and  has  included  the  Inltla 
dslons  of  two  examiners,  both  of 
found  a  need  for  competitive  service 
these  markets  (Kansas  Clty-Seattle-I 
land) .  The  only  carrier  serving  Kansas  City' 
and  the  Pacific  Northwest  at  the  present 
time  is  United  Airlines.  After  more  than 
thirteen  years  United  today  operates  but 
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SENATE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11400,  the  second  supplemental 
appropriation  bill.  pp.  S6686,  S6691-722,  S6729-31 
Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Yarborough,  52  43,  to  exempt  certain  educational  programs  from 
statutory  budget  cuts.  pp.  S6695-6 

By  Sen.  Muskie  to  provide  that  whenever  action  or  inaction  by  Congress 
on  requests  for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  proposals  varies 
from  the  President's  recommendations,  the  Budget  Director  shall  report 
to  the  President  and  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  thereof 
and  the  limitation  on  outlays  shall  be  correspondingly  adjusted,  and 
the  Budget  Director  shall  report  periodically  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  on  the  operation  of  this  provision,  pp.  S6712-13 

Committee  amendment,  60-25,  to  repeal  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 

Expenditure  Control  Act  (limitation  on  the  number  of  civilian  officers 
and  employees  in  the  executive  branch),  pp.  S6718-21 

Committee  amendment,  80-9,  amended,  to  Title  IV,  to  establish,  with 
certain  exemptions  a  limitation  on  fiscal  1970  budget  outlays.  p. 

S.  6718 

Sen.  Spong  announced  his  intention  to  submit  an  amendment  which  would 
assure  the  continuance  of  cooperative  extension  service  in  D.  C. 
through  the  Federal  City  College.  pp.  S6730-1 


( 


ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Joint  Committee  o?>v  A^mic  Energy  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  2416,  to  authorize  appropriaty^s  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
(S.  Rept.  91-244).  p.  S6626 


RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insu^r  Affai^«  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  S.  853,  to  establish  the  ^^wtooth  Nati^al  Recreation  Area,  Idaho 
(S.  Rept.  91-260).  p.  S6626 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states yfhat  the  Interior  ^d  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
voted  to  report  (but  did  ncy:  actually  report)  S.  \21,  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  the  AposWe  Islands  National  Lake^ore,  Wise.,  H.R.  11069, 
to  authorize  funds  to  sa^l^isfy  ^judgment  in  connectioV*  with  acquisition  of  lands  ^ 
for  Padre  Island  National  Seashore,  Tex.,  and  S.  912, \:o  establish  Florissant 
Fossil  Beds  National  Monument  in  Colorado.  p.  D518 


4. 


PATENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  90,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the /Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  consultation  witrKother  interested 
parties,  to  arrange  to  convene  an  international  conference  toNnegotiate  a 
Patent  Cooper^ion  Treaty  and  further  authorize  the  appropriatiS^n  of  $175,000 
for  this  purpose.  pp.  S6623  4 


POVERTY,  ^oth  Houses  received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  effectiveness  and 
admini sbratlon  of  the  community  action  program  administered  for  the  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity  by  the  Pinal  County  Community  Action  Program,  Inc, 
Cool^ge,  Ariz.  pp.  S6625,  H5021 
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ward  meaningful  disarmament,  we  have 
entered  into  responsibilities  with  high 
^^resolve  as  brave  and  high-spirited  peo- 
le,  as  the  legatees  of  this  great  Nation, 
conscious  of  our  duty  to  our  Nation  and 
theSworld.  So,  it  must  be  now,  today.  We 
canm^  avoid  meeting  the  great  issues 
and  gWppling  with  them  from  day  to 
day.  W^must  determine  now  to  meet 
them  anX  fulfill  our  destiny.  Perhaps 
CommunistSantransigence  may  foil  our 
earnest  efforts,  if  so  we  will  at  least  be 
checkmating  an  upward  spiral  in  the 
arms  race.  It  isSinforgivable  for  us  as  a 
nation  to  refuse^  face  this  important 
and  senseless  com^cated  challenge. 

Finally,  Mr.  Presiotot,  I  believe  that  a 
decision  to  proceed  tow  with  talks  in 
Geneva — ^together  with\rompt  ratifica¬ 
tion  of  the  nuclear  m^proliferation 
treaty  now  pending  in  theSSenate — is  a 
natural  position  mged  by  tl^  majority 
of  the  citizens  of  this  great  Republic  of 
ours.  Such  an  approach  will  car^  a  mes¬ 
sage  of  this  Nation  for  peace  ahfi  will 
carry  great  weight  with  the  Soviev^v- 
ernment  as  well  as  the  nations  of\he 
world.  These  actions  will  relieve  the  dre^ 
of  arms  competition  escalating,  tlw 
greatest  unsettler  of  all  of  the  peoples  of ' 
the  world. 

If  there  is  one  thing  I  wish  I  could  have 
answered  in  my  prayers,  it  is  that  we 
may  find  some  way  to  lessen  this  deadly 
curse  of  aims  competition  so  that  we 
may  meet  the  unfulfilled  needs  of  our 
people  and  the  world  from  hunger,  in¬ 
tellectual  wants,  rebuilding  cities;  ad 
infinitum.  High  above  and  beyond  mate¬ 
rial  benefits  whatever  they  may  be,  are 
those  values  giving  us  peace  and  the 
blotting  out  of  all  internal  and  inter¬ 
national  suspicions  and  absolute  justice. 
There  is  only  one  thing,  in  my  opinion, 
that  can  do  this — disarmament.  I  can¬ 
not  believe  that  these  lofty  aims  are  im¬ 
possible.  I  only  know,  that  it  is  necessary 
and  I,  therefore,  together  with  others, 
utter  my  prayer  to  the  Almighty  for  its 
fulfillment. 

Exhibit  1 

Excerpts  From  a  Speech  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  April  3, 

1969 

We  now  stand  at  a  critical  moment — a  raj 
opportunity  to  break  the  upward  spirayof 
strategic  weaponry  which  has  dominated 
0.S. -Soviet  relations  since  the  dawn  sn  the 
atomic  age. 

We  have  had  reason  to  believe  Jbr  many 
months  that  the  Soviet  leaders  fiae  willing 
to  begin  bilateral  negotiations  o^er  the  con¬ 
trol  of  offensive  and  defei^ve  strategic 
weapons.  Only  the  tragic  Soi^t  intervention 
in  Czechoslovakia  kept  thege  talks  from  be¬ 
ginning  last  fall. 

I  have  no  illusions  aMlit  the  difficult  na¬ 
ture  of  these  negotiations.  When  responsible 
leaders  of  great  nations  approach  their  vital 
security  Interests,  they  do  so  with  great  cau¬ 
tion.  I  know  our  headers  will  not  agree  to 
anything  that  epQangers  our  national  secu¬ 
rity.  And  I  ma^ the  same  assumption  about 
the  Soviet  letters. 

But  I  alsjy  assume  that  the  Soviet  leaders 
would  no-^lghtly  enter  into  these  talks  with 
us.  If  tMt  assumption  is  wrong,  of  course, 
all  bet^re  off. 

Bu^ we  must  believe,  until  their  actions 
demonstrate  otherwise,  that  the  Soviets  un- 
deretand  the  compelling  reasons  for  ending 
le  nuclear  arms  spiral — a  process  which  is 
lot  only  expensive  and  dangerous,  but  one 
which  has  become  meaningless  In  terms  of 


securing  for  either  side  a  decisive  military 
advantage. 

We  must  pray  that  the  Soviet  leaders  see 
the  futility  and  folly  of  pursuing  further  a 
course  which  cannot  possibly  add  either  to 
their  security  or  to  ours,  but  which  will  in¬ 
stead  lead  all  mankind  closer  to  the  brink 
of  nuclear  disaster. 

It  is,  therefore,  vitally  important  that  we 
understand  the  urgency  of  beginning  these 
bilateral  talks  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

I  do  not  agree  that  these  negotiations 
should  await  progress  in  settling  more  gen¬ 
eral  political  problems.  The  imperative  of 
our  present  circumstances — that  of  prevent¬ 
ing  the  next  round  in  the  nuclear  arms  race 
before  it  is  irreversibly  launched — cannot 
await  the  solution  of  political  disputes  many 
years  in  the  making,  and  that  will  be  many 
years,  if  not  generations,  in  solving. 

It  is  especially  important  that  prior  to  the 
negotiations  we  exercise  great  restraint  in 
word  and  action  on  matters  relating  to  stra¬ 
tegic  weapons. 

It  is  primarily  for  this  reason  that  I  have 
opposed  the  decision  to  proceed  with  a  modi¬ 
fied  deployment  of  the  antl-ballistic  missile 
system.  I  remain  unconvinced  that  the  se¬ 
curity.  of  our  second-strike  forces  required 
such  action  at  this  time. 

More  than  this,  however,  there  remain/ 
severe  questions  about  the  efficacy  of  t^ 
Safeguard  system  in  comparison  to  otjier 
y^steps  which  might  be  taken  to  protect^our 
SCBMs  or  to  strengthen  our  Polaris  fleet — 
s^ps  which  would  avoid  moving  to  the  next 
lev^  of  nuclear  weapons  technolo^. 

M\concern  for  restraint  in  worn  and  ac¬ 
tion  prior  to  U.S. -Soviet  negotiations  also 
causes  nae  to  regret  very  mu^  those  state¬ 
ments  imputing  to  the  So^ts  a  commit¬ 
ment  to  a^iieve  a  first-stjfke  capability  in 
strategic  niiMear  weapom 

In  a  world  miere  our^olaris  fleet  is  con¬ 
stantly  on  station,  in  yVorld  where  we  have 
proceeded  very  ^r  ^  the  development  of 
multiple  independk^ly  targeted  reentry  ve¬ 
hicles,  I  do  not  /D^eve  the  Soviets  could 
seriously  delude^heiAselves  into  thinking  a 
first-strike  canffoility  wm  possible. 

These  stat^ents,  rn^eover.  necessarily 
arise  from  ^’series  of  ass^^mptions  of  long¬ 
term  Sovi^  behavior,  assumptions  which  by 
their  nature  can  be  neither  ^oven  nor  dls- 
proveiv/at  this  time  and  whi^  remain,  to 
say  the  least,  a  matter  of  consideteble  debate 
amgng  our  intelligence  community 

jcretary  Clark  Clifford,  for  ''example, 
Cached  quite  different  conclusions  aX^to  the 
Soviet  strategic  posture  less  than  three 
months  ago.  And  Secretary  of  State  Rogers 
clearly  raised  doubts  about  the  reliability' pf 
these  forecasts  of  a  Soviet  first-strike  capa'-,^ 
bility  when  he  stressed  the  negotiability  of' 
the  Safeguard  system  in  any  future  arms 
control  talks. 

These  forecasts  of  Soviet  strategic  intent — 
statements  ivhich  depart  markedly  from  ear¬ 
lier  U.S.  pronouncements — can  only  raise 
doubts  in  the  Soviet  mind  about  our  strate¬ 
gic  objectives.  And  we  know  from  the  past 
that  doubt  or  uncertainty  on  either  side 
about  the  strategic  goals  of  the  other  has 
been  a  principal  stimulus  to  the  nuclear 
arms  spiral. 

A  far  more  prudent  course,  in  my  opinion, 
would  be  one  which  avoided  raising  spectres 
of  massive  Soviet  strategic  commitments  un¬ 
til  we  have  determined  through  direct  talks 
their  actual  willingness  or  unwillingness  to 
decelerate  the  arms  race.  Then  we  will  not 
have  to  speculate  on  such  critical  matters. 
We  will  know. 

I  trust  we  are  wise  enough  to  understand 
that  within  the  Soviet  government,  as  with¬ 
in  our  own,  are  found  widely  varying  opin¬ 
ions  and  beliefs  on  the  Issue  of  strategic 
weapons.  We  must,  it  seems  to  me,  be  ex¬ 
ceedingly  careful  not  to  erode  through  ill- 
considered  statemen'ts  or  decisions  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  those  Soviet  leaders  who  may  be  ad¬ 


vocating  a  more  rational  policy  of  controlli: 
the  strategic  arms  race — those  men  who  no' 
seem  to  favor  bilateral  talks  with  the  Unfted 
States.  For  we  can  never  doubt  the  ^vlet 
Union’s  capacity  'to  propel  the  arms  /4ce  'to 
new  and  more  dangerous  heights  Ai  saner 
and  more  rational  heads  do  not  prevail — just 
as  the  Soviets  cannot  doubt  oiir  ability  to 
do  likewise. 

That  is  why  our  efforts  mu6t  be  directed 
toward  beginning  the  ^gotiations  as 
promptly  as  possible  and  in  an  atmosphere 
as  conductive  as  possijiie  to  meaningful 
progress. 

Let  me  also  observe  at  this  Juncture:  I 
would  hope  that  our^.^overnment  would  enter 
into  these  bllaterak'^talks  with  a  truly  com¬ 
prehensive  propo^l,  one  that  raised  all  major 
issues  for  negotiation  and  which  did  not 
unilaterally  restrict  the  flexibility  and  free¬ 
dom  of  our  i^gotlators. 

Some  people  cannot  conceive  of  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  -two  nuclear  giants  could 
ever  reajm  an  enforceable  agreement  to  halt 
the  arnfe  race.  These  people  may  be  right. 

Buy  even  great  powers  with  different  val- 
ue^nd  different  political  and  social  systems 
s^re  at  least  some  areas  of  common  In- 
^rest.  Manifestly  the  first  area  is  a  shared 
anterest  in  survival. 

Perhaps  this  does  not  respond  to  the  high¬ 
est  ambitions  of  our  hearts  and  minds.  Per¬ 
haps  it  is  no  great  compliment  to  the  human 
race  that  it  took  nuclear  weapons  'bo  teach 
us  that  lesson.  But  survival  is  an  excellent 
place  to  start.  It  establishes  the  fact  that 
the  great  powers  'today  stand,  in  the  most 
fundamental  sense,  on  common  ground.  And 
from  this,  much  that  is  sane  and  good  can 
flow. 

No  doubt  bilateral  arms  control  talks  with 
the  Soviet  Union  will  be  difficult.  No  doubt 
they  will  take  some  time.  More  likely  than 
not,  they  will  have  their  ups  and  downs.  But 
given  the  terrible  risks  to  which  the  U.S.,  the 
Soviet  Union  and  much  of  the  world’s  popu¬ 
lations  ■will  be  exposed  if  the  arms  race 
proceeds  unimpeded,  we  have  the  obliga¬ 
tion — in  the  most  profound  sense  of  the 
word.^to  try. 

Whatever  we  do  has  an  element  of  risk — • 
Isn’t  it  time  to  take  some  risk  for  peace? 

In  all  of  this  there  is  expectation — pos¬ 
sibly  premature  but  pregnant  with  hope  for 
a  -world  where  the  cold  war  is  but  a  mem¬ 
ory — where  arms  races  are  behind  us — where 
peaceful  engagement  and  reconciliation  are 
the  order  of  the  day.  East  and  West. 

I  think  I  know  as  well  as  any  man  Just 
how  hard  it  will  be  to  get  from  here  to 
there. 

I  know  how  many  powerful  traditions 
must  be  confined  to  history’s  Jimkyard — ■ 
and  how  much  new  history  must  be  made. 

I  know,  too,  that  with  all  the  will  and  all 
the  energy  we  can  summon,  with  the  clearest 
visdon  and  the  most  creative  Imagination,  we 
caripot  reform  relations  which  others  do  not 
want  to  reform,  or  which  they  fear  to  reform. 

But  jet  history  record  that  America  was 
not  the  'country  which  denied  the  people  of 
this  planet  a  chance  for  survival. 

Let  this  nation  boldly  take  the  lead  in 
working  for  aims  control  and  disarmament — ■ 
nuclear  and  conventional,  global  and  re¬ 
gional — for  peaceful  settlement  of  those  dis¬ 
putes  which  do  arise  among  nations — for  an 
atmosphere  in  which  governments  can  at 
last  devote  maximum  energies  and  resources 
■to  the  needs  and  aspirations  of  their  own 
peoples. 

Let  future  generations  read  and  know,  that 
in  a  period  of  danger,  uncertainty  and  peril— 
we  had  the  extra  measure  of  courage  and 
character  which  challenged  us  to  try. 

This  is  the  opportunity  which,  now  awaits 
us.  I  pray  that  we  do  not  let  It -slip  away. 
I  pray  that  we  are  willing  to  take  the  risks  for 
peace  which  can  gradually  transform  the 
fragile  balance  of  terror  into  a  covenant  of 
trust  among  nations. 
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For  only  as  we  succeed  In  replacing  terror 
■with  trust,  fear  with  faith,  and  s-uspiclon 
wi^  confidence  can  we  expect  to  fashion  -the 
foundations  of  world  order  that  are  necessary 
for  survival  in  the  nuclear  age. 


MR.  RICHARD  P.  CRANE,  SR.,  RE¬ 
TIRES  PROM  WATERBURY  CITY 

PLAN  COMMISSION 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  after  25 
years  of  dedicated  service,  Mr.  Richard 
P.  Crane  is  retiring  from  the  City  Plan 
Commission  of  Watejrbury,  Conn. 

Mr.  Crane  served  as  chairman  of  the 
commission  for  19  years,  and  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  for  the  6  preceding  years.  This  was 
a  quarter  century  of  greM  change  for 
communities  all  across  the 'Nation,  and 
Dick  Crane  was  the  person  most  respon¬ 
sible  for  keeping  Waterbury  in  main¬ 
stream  of  progressive  civic  actnuty. 

He  represents  the  best  of  the  group  of 
people  in  this  coimtry  who  give  so  gen- , 
erously  of  their  time  and  of  themselyes 
to  help  their  communities.  In  addition  ^ 
his  arduous  and  time-consuming  worlC 
on  the  commission  and  his  own  business, : 
Mr.  Crane  has  quietly  served  in  many 
other  civic  endeavors.  I  know  of  no  one 
who  better  exemplifies  the  truth  of  the 
statement,  “If  you  want  a  job  done,  give 
it  to  a  busy  man,”  than  Richard  P. 
Crane. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  pub¬ 
lished  in  a  Connecticut  newspaper  com¬ 
mending  Dick  Crane  for  his  25  years  of 
service  to  the  city  of  Waterbury. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Waterbury  American,  June  13, 
1969] 

Crane’s  Retirement 

Many  physical  changes  have  taken  place 
In  Waterbury  during  the  quarter-century 
that  Richard  P.  Crane  has  served  on  the  City 
Plan  Commission.  Some  have  been  favorable, 
while  others  have  pointed  up  the  city’s  need 
for  new  rules  for  orderly  future  develop¬ 
ment.  During  the  19  years  that  he  served  as 
chairman  and  the  six  prior  years  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  commission,  Crane  has  sincerely 
worked  for  betterment  of  the  city.  It  has 
been  a  time-consuming  task,  and  the  many 
controversies  involved  because  of  the  nature 
of  the  commission’s  work  made  it  even  more 
difficult. 

Crane  is  retiring  from  the  commission  At 
a  time  when  the  city  is  in  the  procei^ of 
acquiring  the  long-awaited  compreh^slve 
plan  of  development,  and  he  can  leave  with 
a  feeling  of  ease  because  this  most  important 
project  of  the  commission  is  now ^ing  ful¬ 
filled.  New  commercial  development  in  the 
downtown  and  outlying  areas,  tjie  new  high¬ 
way  system,  and  heavy  resid^tial  develop¬ 
ments  have  changed  the  city  so  extensively 
that  new  rules  for  traffic  ^tterns,  develop¬ 
ment  and  zoning  are  nee^d.  The  city  needs 
to  know  now,  more  thajr  ever  before,  exactly 
what  type  of  development  is  desirable  and 
feasible  in  each  speoffic  area. 

One  of  Crane’s  ^eatest  accomplishments 
for  the  city  came-Through  his  leadership  in 
efforts  to  get  ^  regional  airport  to  serve 
Waterbury.  Amnough  this  was  not  a  City 
Plan  Commission  project,  the  development 
of  the  airport  can  be  linked  directly  to  fu¬ 
ture  progpess  in  city  development.  Through 
the  Chapfiber  of  Commerce  and  through  his 
leadership  in  the  industrial  and  business 
community.  Crane  fought  for  some  20  years 
for  state  and  federal  funds  for  construction 


of  the  airport.  These  efforts  required  an 
immeasurable  amount  of  time  for  writing 
letters,  making  official  contacts  and  organiz¬ 
ing  campaigns.  Now  the  regional  airport  is 
under  construction  in  Oxford.  It  will  serve 
ultimately  as  a  new  economic  stimulus  for 
Waterbury  and  the  surrounding  area. 

In  seeking  a  successor  to  Crane,  Mayor 
George  Harlamon  should  keep  in  mind  the 
important  role  that  City  Plan  Commission 
can  play  in  determining  the  city’s  future. 
He  should  pick  a  leader  who  has  a  deep 
interest  in  development  and  planning,  who  is 
knowledgeable  about  the  community  and 
who  has  had  experience  which  could  be  help¬ 
ful  to  the  commission.  This  should  not  be 
a  political  appointment,  nor  should  popu¬ 
larity  determine  the  selection.  Ability,  dedi¬ 
cation,  and  a  deep  Interest  in  betterment  of 
the  city  are  the  basic  requirements. 

Crane  gave  long  and  dedicated  service  ■to 
the  city.  His  record  of  service  on  the  com¬ 
mission  will  in  all  likelihood  never  be 
equaled  again.  He  deserves  thanks  from  the 
city  for  his  devotion  to  this  assignment. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OP  SEN¬ 
ATOR  HUGHES  ON  FRIDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  on  Friday,  afWr 
the  conclusion  of  the  prayer  and  the /as- 
position  of  the  Journal  of  the  precefaing 
day,  the  distinguished  Senator  fro^  Iowa 
(Mr.  Hughes)  be  recognized  fqr  not  to 
exceed  40  minutes. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tem^re.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  he&r/  none  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS  ACT,  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Bill  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R.  11400) 
making  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  present 
consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  do  so 
■without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  ,HuSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  retain  th6  floor,  but  with  that 
proviso,  I  should  like  to  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Dodd)  Jor  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Th^'^^  Senator  from  Connecticut  is 
recognized. 

Mr./DODD.  I  appreciate  the  courtesy 
of  tbe  majority  leader. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  adjournment  until  12  o’clock  noon 
tomorrow. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(Subsequently,  the  Senate  modified 
this  order  to  provide  for  the  Senate  to 
adjourn  until  11  a.m.  tomorrow.) 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  FROM 
THURSDAY,  JUNE  19,  UNTIL  11 
A.M.,  FRIDAY,  JUNE  20,  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  completes  its  business  tomorrow,  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  11  a.m.,  Fri¬ 
day,  June  20, 1969. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


■  sf  2433— INTRODUCTION  OP  THE 
/  FEDERAL  GUN  CERTIFICATION 

ACT  OP  1969 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  take  the 
I  floor  today  to  continue  a  fight  I  first 
;  started  8  years  ago.  In  early  1961  I  di- 
:  rected  the  Senate  Subcommittee  To  In- 
i  vestigate  Juvenile  Delinquency  to  study 
i  the  increasing  use  of  firearms  in  Amer- 
,  ica’s  booming  crime  wave.  We  found  that 
’  thousands  of  deadly  weapons  were  find- 
i  ing  their  way  into  the  hands  of  Ameri- 
1  oa’s  felons,  rapists,  and  drug  addicts  by 
I  mail  order  and  by  over-the-coimter  sales 
!  to  out-of-State  residents. 

I  introduced  my  first  gun  bill  in  Au¬ 
gust  of  1963  and  in  the  intervening  years 
I  implored  the  Congress  to  stop  the  mad¬ 
ness  that  characterized  the  grun  traffic 
across  our  State  lines.  Those  of  us  on 
the  committee  who  fought  for  interstate 
firearms  controls  had  few  friends  during 
the  long  years  between  1963  and  1968. 
We  had  held  hearings  and  worked  on 
the  legislative  solution  to  this  problem 
^for  7  years. 

^But  the  counti-y  was  not  ready  for  it. 
len  we  witnessed  a  series  of  political 
^inations  that  shocked  the  Nation 
and  tim  Congress. 

ThenS^e  slowly  began  to  get  support 
for  the  ^d  of  gun  laws  we  needed. 

I  am  gr^ful  for  the  support  that  was 
received,  but  imfortunately  it  was  not 
soon  enough  xnd  it  did  not  contribute 
enough. 

But  we  did  ultiinately  pass  a  good  gun 
bill  that  was  lonk  overdue.  The  Gun 
Control  Act  of  196&  marked  the  first 
time  in  America’s  hi^i-y  that  effective 
controls  were  put  on  tl^interstate  traf¬ 
fic  in  firearms.  We  hM  successfully 
frozen  the  200  million  gun^hat  exist  in 
America  today  within  the  boyndaries  of 
the  various  States. 

But  we  needed  more.  I  had  inVoduced 
a  second  bill  that  would  have  comple¬ 
mented  the  Gun  Control  Act  oi*>1968 
which  would  have  enabled  us  to  findS)ut 
who  owned  the  existing  millions  of  gi 

But  the  support  of  the  Johnny-comeX 
latelys  faded  fast  and  my  second  bill 
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Prom  Aug\ist,  1968,  through  March,  1969, 
ere  were  9  murders  committed,  5  of  which 
committed  with  handguns. 

represents  a  decrease  in  the  total 
numiter  of  mxu-ders  committed  from  August, 
1968,  tlwough  March,  1969,  of  55%  and  for 
the  sarafc  period  the  murders  committed  by 
handgun^^ecreased  58.34%. 

ROBBERIES 

Prom  Deceft^er,  1967,  through  July,  1968, 
there  were  77^^obberies,  222  of  which  were 
committed  withNandguns. 

Prom  August,  n^8,  through  March,  1969, 
there  were  537  robWrles  committed,  127  of 
which  were  commltt^  with  handguns. 

This  represents  a  olrcrease  in  the  total 
number  of  robberies  cornSttltted  from  August, 
1968,  through  March,  1969S^  30.98%  and  for 
the  same  period  the  robbera^  committed  by 
handguns  decreased  42.79%. 

AGGRAVATED  ASSAULl 

Prom  December,  1967,  through'July,  1968, 
there  were  293  aggravated  assaunXcommlt- 
ted,  109  of  which  involved  the  use  ^  hand¬ 
guns. 

Prom  August,  1968,  through  March, 
there  were  242  aggravated  assaults  cor 
ted,  55  of  which  involved  handguns. 

This  represents  a  decrease  in  the  totaF 
number  of  aggravated  assaults  committed 
from  August,  1968,  through  March,  1969,  of 
17.41%  and  for  the  same  jieriod  the  aggra¬ 
vated  assaults  committed  involving  hand¬ 
guns  decreased  49.09%. 

CARRYING  CONCEALED  WEAPONS 

Prom  December,  1967,  through  July,  1968, 
there  were  101  offenses  of  carrying  concealed 
weapons  committed,  79  of  which  involved 
handguns. 

Prom  August,  1968,  through  July,  1969, 
there  were  90  offenses  of  carrying  concealed 
weapons  committed,  57  of  which  involved 
hand  guns. 


This  represents  a  decrease  in  the  total 
number  of  carrying  concealed  weapons  of¬ 
fenses  committed  from  August,  1968,  through 
March,  1969,  of  10.90%  and  for  the  same 
period  the  carrying  concealed  weafions  of¬ 
fenses  involving  handguns  decreased  27.85%. 

I  think  you  will  agree  with  me  that  these 
figures  are  startling  in  view  of  the  rising 
crime  rate  throughout  our  country.  While 
we  make  no  claim  that  Toledo’s  decreasing 
crime  rate  is  the  sole  result  of  the  handgun 
ordinance,  we  nevertheless  feel  that  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  that  ordinance  has  played  a  most 
important  part  in  the  success  we  have  had 
in  our  town  in  fighting  crime  in  the  streets. 

Other  factors  are  involved.  We  have  in¬ 
creased  the  size  of  our  police  force.  We  have 
had  full  cooperation  with  the  courts  in  the 
prosecution  of  offenders,  and  we  have  had  a 
vigorous  crime  enforcement  program  going 
on  by  our  police  department  for  some  time. 

The  City  of  Toledo  has  issued  approxi¬ 
mately  15,000  plus  identification  cards  to 
applicants  under  the  handgun  ordinance. 
There  have  been  only  40  rejections  of  appli¬ 
cations,  mainly  on  the  basis  of  histories  of 
mental  illness.  'The  balance  were  rejected  for 
criminal  records,  which  made  the  applicant 
ineligible. 

There  have  been  48  prosecutions  of  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  handgun  ordinance  and  48  con- 
evictions.  The  average  penalty  assessed  is 
J50.00  plus  90  days  in  jail. 

le  newspapers,  and  television  and  radt 
stalimns  have  been  extremely  cooperative  and 
enthusiastic  in  their  support  of  the  T^do 
ordin^ce.  They  have  given  full  pi^lcity 
to  the  statistics  and  details  of  coiynctions 
and  resulte  of  trials.  I  think  that/this  has 
played  a  n^jor  role  in  Toledo’s  success.  The 
word  has  gorfc  out  that  if  you  ar^aught  with 
a  gun  on  the  greets  of  Toledo^you  are  going 
to  go  to  jail. 

At  the  present''’tlme  ther^are  several  bills 
pending  in  the  GeNral  Assembly  of  the  State 
of  Ohio  and  heariuKs  hfive  commenced  on 


them  wherein  a  similar  law  is  being  proposed 
for  the  state  of  Ohio.  We  just  recently  test!-  ^ 
fied  in  behalf  of  such  a  bill  and  we  are  run/ 
ning  into  the  usual  opposition  of  the 
tional  Rifie  Association,  which  is  very  stpbng 
in  our  state.  Anything  you  or  your  committee 
can  do  to  help  us  pass  an  effective  stc^te  in 
Ohio  will  be  more  than  appreoiatedy 

The  particular  bill  in  questloiyus  House 
Bill  #184  and  is  now  pending  irythe  House 
Judiciary  Committee.  I  am  encifelng  a  copy 
of  the  bill  for  your  information.  There  are 
several  things  in  the  bill  vmich  we  think 
need  to  be  strengthened  oyclarlfied  but  the 
bill  has  had  only  its  fir^ hearing  and  if  it 
is  voted  out  of  commltlree,  it  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  be  greatly  mochfied  and  changed  to 
where  you  won’t  reqi^nize  the  original  bill. 

If  you  have  any  ^thoughts  on  the  matter, 
we  would  apprec^e  it  if  you  would  convey 
them  to  us  so  that  we  can  pass  this  informa¬ 
tion  along  to  me  Judiciary  Cominittee  with 
whom  we  h^4  a  good  working  relationship. 

If  there  i^nything  you  need  or  want  from 
us,  please^on’t  hesitate  to  call  upon  us.  We 
would  lij^  to  have  you  come  to  Toledo  to  see 
for  ym«-£elf  our  operation  under  'Toledo’s 
hand^n  ordinance.  We  have  established  an 
offic^^alled  the  "Office  of  Gun  Control”  with 
a  ^11  time  staff  for  the  processing  of  appli- 
itions.  The  Police  Department  has  main¬ 
tained  good  records  and  does  as  much  as  it 
can  to  investigate  the  applicants  before  ap¬ 
plications  are  approved. 

Our  only  problem  is  that  our  jurisdiction 
ends  at  the  city  limits  and  the  gun  dealers 
outside  the  city  over  whom  we  have  no  con¬ 
trol  are  doing  a  landoffice  business.  This  is 
where  the  need  for  statewide  control  legisla¬ 
tion  is  so  apparent  to  us,  but  it  is  not  so 
apparent  to  some  members  of  the  House 
Judiciary  Committee. 

Please  feel  free  to  call  us  at  any  time. 

Sincerely, 

John  J.  Burkhart, 

Chief  Counsel. 
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Offenses 
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Murder,  nonneeligent  manslaughter 
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4 
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100.0 
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70.0 

22 
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27.4 

3, 631 

30.4 
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14.0 
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14.0 
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/  558 
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33.1 

1.474\ 

26.3 

1,587 

29.0 
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25.0 

Auto  theft 
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61.0 
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22.6 

377  \ 

39.8 

359 

21.7 

1,424 
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1, 283 

29.2 
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28.2 

3, 672 

V  26.1 

3, 928 

28.3 
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Safety  director _ 

Chief’s  office _ 

City  manager’s  office _ 

Deputy  chief,  detectives _ 

Deputy  chief,  police _ 

Captain,  academy _ 

Deputy  chief,  identification  and  records.. 

Deputy  chief,  traffic _ 

No.  1  station _ 

Crime  prevention  bureau. 

Dispatchers  office _ 

City  journal  office _ 

Prosecutors  office _ 

Toledo  Blade _ 

Civil  service  commission.. 

Toledo  Municipal  League. 


Number  Percent 


Number  Percent 


Serious  offenses  r/ported: 

Match  1969Z _  723 

March  196(r _  820 

Down/L _  97 

3  mondfis,  1969 _  2, 192 

3  motffhs,  1968 _  2, 338 

own _  146 


Totai  offenses  reported: 

March  1969 _  1,283  _ 

March  1968 _  1,428  _ 

Down _  145  —10.2 

3  months,  1969 _  3, 672  _ 

3  months,  1968 _  3, 928  _ 

Down _  256  —6. 5 

Clearances: 

March  1969 _  29.2 _ 

March  1968 _  28.2 _ 

Up _ _ _  -1-1.0 

3  months,  1969 _  26. 1 _ 

3  months,  1968 _  28. 3 _ 

Down _  —2.2 

High  police  districts: 

Unit  11 _  102 _ 

Unit  12 _  96 _ 

Unit  9..-. _  87 _ 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 


mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cranston  in  the  chair! .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  beginning  on  page  70,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  70,  after  line  3,  strike  out: 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by 
the  Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations 
and  other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from 
the  President’s  recommendations  thereon, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action 
or  Inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending. 


S6692 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  June  18,  1969 


and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

"(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodically  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operatton 
of  this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  ’ 
the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the 
first  session  of  th  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  , 
at  the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter  there¬ 
after.” 

And.  In  liu  thereof,  insert: 

‘‘Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern-  j 
ment  during  tbe  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  ■ 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $187,900,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  increased 
or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount  by  . 
which  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than  or  ' 
lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net 
lending  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  for— 

"(1)  items  designated  'Open-ended  pro¬ 
grams  and  fixed  costs’  in  the  table  appear¬ 
ing  on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first 
Congress) ; 

"(2)  the  Item  designated  ‘Special  South¬ 
east  Asia  support’  In  the  table  appearing  on 
page  27  of  that  budget;  and 

"(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  feder¬ 
ally  Impacted  areas,  under  the  Acts  of  Sep¬ 
tember  23  and  September  30,  1950  (20  U.S.C., 
chs.  13  and  19) . 

"(b)  The  President  shall  reserve  from  ex-  , 
penditure  and  net  lending,  from  appropria¬ 
tions  or  other  obligational  authority  hereto¬ 
fore,  herein,  or  hereafter  made  available  (in¬ 
cluding  amounts  made  available  to  carry  out 
programs  to  which  title  IV  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Amendments  is 
applicable) ,  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a). 

"Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall 
be  in  amormts  sufficient  to  insure  reductions  • 
of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000  in  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts 
recommended  in  the  April  review  of  the  1970 
Budget,  or  programs  other  than  those  desig¬ 
nated  in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of 
subsection  ( a) . 

"(c)  In  the  administration  of  any  program 
as  to  which — 

"(1)  the  amount  of  expenditures  or  net 
lending  is  limited  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  ■ 
and 

"(2)  the  allocation,  grant,  apportionment, 
or  other  distribution  of  funds  among  recipi¬ 
ents  is  required  to  be  determined  by  applica¬ 
tion  of  a  formula  involving  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  or  otherwise  made  available  for 
distribution,  the  amount  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  or  obligation  ( as  determined  by  the 
President)  shall  be  substituted,  in  the  appli-  ■ 
cation  of  the  formula,  for  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  or  otherwise  made  available.” 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum;  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  recognized  thereafter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 


S.  2440— INTRODUCTION  OF  THE 

VETERANS  HOUSING  ACT  OF 

1969 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  expanded  veterans  direct 
home  loan  program  under  section  1811  of 
title  38  of  the  United  States  Code. 

I  think  that  the  whole  problem  of  how 
to  deal  with  returning  veterans  is  now 
coming  into  focus  again,  with  the  an¬ 
nounced  withdrawal  of  25,000  American 
troops  from  Vietnam,  and-  further  with¬ 
drawals  which  seem  to  me  to  be  clearly 
indicated.  Even  without  that  reduction 
in  Vietnam  troops,  over  1  million  GI’s 
will  be  returning  to  civilian  life  this  year 
at  the  rate  of  approximately  90,000  a 
month  and,  therefore,  we  must  take  a 
close  look  at  what  is  happening  to  them. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  occupant  of 
the  chair  at  the  present  moment  is  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cranston) 
who  is  now  conducting  a  series  of  hear¬ 
ings  on  a  very  important  phase  of  this 
particular  matter  of  veterans’  rehabili¬ 
tation. 

There  are  three  measures  in  which  1 
have  joined,  one  of  which  I  am  intro¬ 
ducing  today  and  the  others  I  have  intro¬ 
duced  before. 

The  one  today  would  increase  the 
availability  of  GI  home  loans  by  expand¬ 
ing  the  authority  of  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  make  direct  Joans.  There 
has  been  at  least  a  50-perceht  falloff  be¬ 
cause  of  high  interest  rates  and  the  un¬ 
availability  of  credit  in  the  amount  of 
veterans’  loans  whic^  have  been  made 
this  year.  / 

Mr.  President,  iy^eems  to  me  that  we 
must  do  our  utmost  to  correct  that  sit¬ 
uation.  / 

Also,  I  have  introduced  a  Veterans’ 
Administration  Relocation  Assistance 
Act  of  19^  to  help  veterans  find  jobs, 
which  I  cosponsored  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fropl  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  .  Also 
an  increase  in  the  education  benefits 
avaijible  to  returning  veterans,  which  is 
in  e  series  of  bills  now  being  considered 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  Senator 
4rom  California  (Mr.  Cranston)  . 

I  wish  to  point  out  the  essentiality  of 
seeing  all  of  these  three  matters,  so  far 
as  veterans  are  concerned;  jobs,  housing, 
and  education.  The  veteran  is  entitled  to 
the  social  and  economic  benefits  which 
he  has  been  denied  by  virtue  of  with¬ 
drawing  from  ongoing  activities  and  giv¬ 
ing  his  life  as  well  as  his  time  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

We  should  get  back,  in  return,  greater 
national  stabihty,  if  we  do  the  right 
thing  by  our  returning  veterans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bUl 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  2440) ,  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
pand  the  veterans’  direct  home  loan  pro¬ 
gram  under  section  1811  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  introduced  by  Mr. 
JAVITS,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency. 


S.  2446— INTRODUCTION  OF  THE 

HUMANE  LABORATORY  ANIMAL 

TREATMENT  ACT  OF  1969 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  Intro¬ 
duce  for  myself  and  Senators  Brooke, 
Cooper,  Cotton,  Gurney,  Kennedy  and 
McIntyre,  the  Humane  Laboratory  Ani¬ 
mal  Treatment  Act  of  1969.  It  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  bill  to  provide  for  the  hu¬ 
mane  care,  handling  and  treatment  of 
laboratory  animals  and  to  encourage  the 
study  and  improvement  of  the  care, 
handling  and  treatment,  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  methods  for  minimizing 
pain  and  discomfort,  of  laboratory  ani¬ 
mals  used  in  biomedical  activities. 

A  companion  measure  is  being  intro¬ 
duced  today  jh  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  by  Representative  Paul  Rogers  of 
Florida  a;id  more  than  20  Members  of 
that  bo^y.  I  joined  with  Representative 
Rogers  in  sponsoring  a  similar  proposal 
in  the  90th  Congress.  This  bUl  was  pre¬ 
pared  in  collaboration  with  the  Humane 
Society  of  the  United  States,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Humane  Society  and  the  New  York 
State  Society  for  Medical  Research,  and 
has  their  active  support. 

I  supported  the  present  animal  pro¬ 
tection  legislation.  Public  Law  89-544, 
when  it  was  originally  enacted  and  have 
subsequently  supported  needed  funding 
for  its  efficient  administmtion.  We  aU 
expected  that  the  system  of  care  would 
have  to  be  completed  to  do  what  all 
wished  done — for  the  present  regulations 
only  take  care  of  the  animal  to  the 
threshold  of  the  research  laboratory 
but  not  beyond. 

The  goal  of  this  measure  is  to  com¬ 
plete  the  structure  of  law  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  laboratory  animals. 

Although  this  measure  is  similar  to 
the  bill  that  I  introduced  in  the  90th 
Congress,  in  response  to  the  opinion  of 
many  interested  Americans  there  is  a 
basic  modification.  The  bill  I  now  intro¬ 
duce  has  been  revised  so  that  it  does  not 
transfer  responsibility  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  any  part  of  Public  Law  89- 
544 — the  Laboratoiy  Welfare  Act  of 
1966 — from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare.  I  wish  to  emphasize 
that  the  animal  dealer  and  laboratoiy 
regulations  provided  under  Public  Law 
89-544  are  neither  repealed  nor  ab¬ 
sorbed  into  the  extended  program  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  this  bill — which  now  takes 
the  care  of  the  animal  beyond  the 
threshold  of  the  research  laboratory — 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
continue  the  work  it  has  initiated.  Also, 
it  should  be  noted  that  although  Public 
Law  89-544  protects  only  six  species — 
dogs,  cats,  monkeys,  guinea  pigs,  ham¬ 
sters  and  rabbits-^the  bill  I  am  intro¬ 
ducing  would  protect  any  living  warm¬ 
blooded  vertebrate  animal  which  is  used 
or  intended  for  use  in  connection  with 
biomedical  activities.  Otjier  revisions  in 
this  legislation  clarify  various  portions 
of  the  bill,  to  strengthen  It  and  avoid 
some  past  misunderstandings. 

I  might  add  that  I  was  fihrther  im¬ 
pelled  to  Introduce  this  legislation  by 
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the  encouragement  given  me  in  1966 
^during  the  debate  on  the  animal  protec- 
jion  legislation  then  before  the  Senate — 
rSw  Public  Law  89-544 — when  Senator 
WAimEN  Magntjson,  chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Cmnmerce  Committee  and  floor  lead¬ 
er  of  t^e  debate,  stated  with  respect  to  a 
measurMhen  pending  very  similar  to  the 
Rogers-Jayits  biU  which  I  introduced  in 
1966,  thEitShe  was  “very  hopeful  that 
the  Committ^  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  will  repoX  the  Senator’s  bill.’’ 

Senator  Magotson  further  indicated — 

That  bill  would.\<lci  to  the  whole  objec-j 
tlve.  We  oould  th^v  really  do  something 
about  this  very  serimliis  problem  of  ammal 
welfare  which  we  have  in  the  United  States. 

This  legislation  repre^nts  an  earnest 
effort  by  humanitarians  and  the  scien¬ 
tific  community  to  reach  ^^ealistic  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  purpo^  animals 
should  play  in  biomedical  research  and 
a  basic  appreciation  of  the  valuS^le  role 
these  animals  serve  on  behalf  ok  man¬ 
kind.  .y 

Medical  research  involving  the  uso^f 
laboratory  animals  has  contributed  \o 
bringing  about  a  significant  reduction  i 
human  suffering  and  mortality  rates,  but 
also  this  research  can  and  must  be  con¬ 
ducted  under  proper  and  humane  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  animals  concerned — both 
are  compatible  and  feasible.  A  mark  of 
our  civilization  is  how  we  treat  those 
creatures  who  cannot  speak  for  them- 
solves 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  be  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare;  and 
as  a  part  of  the  same  unanimous-consent 
request,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that, 
should  the  Committee  on  Commerce  wish 
to  review  the  bill  after  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  shall  have  re¬ 
ported  it  out,  then  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  may  have  that  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  without  objection, 
referred  as  requested. 

The  bill  (S.  2446) ,  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  special  as¬ 
sistance  for  the  improvement  of  labora¬ 
tory  animal  research  facilities;  to  estab¬ 
lish  further  standards  for  the  humane 
care,  handling,  and  treatment  of  labora¬ 
tory  animals  in  departments, 
and  instnunentalities  of  the  Uni 
States  and  by  recipients  of 
awards,  and  contracts  from  the 
States;  to  encourage  the  study 
provement  of  the  care,  hand 
treatment  and  the  development  of  meth¬ 
ods  of  minimizing  pain  an^discomfort 
of  laboratory  animals  use<Mn  biomedical 
activities;  and  to  otherwise  assure  hu¬ 
mane  care,  handling,  ^d  treatment  of 
laboratory  animals,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  Introduced  by^r.  Javits  (for  him¬ 
self  and  other  Senators),  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its^le,  and  referred  to  the 
Ibor  and  Public  Welfare 
consent) ;  and,  if  and 
to  the  Committee 
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SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 


ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  this  is  the  third  day  on  which  the 
Senate  has  given  consideration  to  the 
second  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
of  1969.  There  has  been  one  rollcall  vote 
thus  far,  on  one  amendment.  There  are 
at  least  four  amendments,  of  which  I  am 
aware,  yet  to  be  offered,  and  there  may 
be  more.  Following  the  disposition  by  the 
Senate  of  this  bill,  of  course,  we  still 
must  go  to  conference  with  the  House. 

I  say  this  to  premise  a  statement  which 
I  am  now  going  to  make  to  the  effect  that 
while  I  do  not  want  to  be  arbitrary  with 
any  Member  of  the  Senate,’!  think  I  shall 
feel  constrained  to  object  to  any  request 
to  speak  out  of  order  under  rule  VIII  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  President,  the  staff  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  may  wish  to  alert  Senators  to 
that  fact,  so  that  they  will  not  come  to 
the  floor  expecting  to  make  a  10-  or  15- 
or  20-minute  speech  out  of  order  but  will 
be  informed  that  an  objection  will  be 
made  if  a  unanimous-consent  request  to 
waive  rule  VIII  is  submitted. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  pi-oceed  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  willing  to  delay  the  discussion 
of  the  Yarborough  amendment  yet  a  little 
while.  But  I  am  also  ready  to  have  a  vote 
on  that  amendment,  up  or  down,  and  I 
am  not  too  concerned  which  way  the 
Senate  goes.  I  happen  to  be  the  Senator 
who  is  trying  to  manage  the  bill,  and  I 
shall  support  the  committee  position  on 
the  amendment,  but  I  am  ready  for  a 
vote. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  simply 
want  to  say,  that  if  Senators  opposed  to 
the  committee  amendment  wish  to  speak, 
somebody  had  better  show  up  pretty 
soon,  else  I  am  going  to  call  off  the 
quorum  and  let  the  Chair  put  the  ques¬ 
tion.  Time  is  wasting  and  there  is  much 
work  to  be  done. 

Now,  does  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
wish  me  to  yield  to  him  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Not  for  a  question. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  For  a 
unanimous-consent  request  only? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes;  and  I  would 
like  to  make  some  very  brief  remarks. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Just  a 
moment.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request  only. 


NATIONAL  HOUSING  GOALS 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  10,  1969,  Mr.  Leon  N.  Weiner, 
president  of  Leon  N.  Weiner  &  Associ¬ 


ates,  Inc.,  of  Wilmington,  Del.,  and  past 
president  of  the  National  Association  ot 
Home  Builders,  presented  a  very  fiole 
speech  to  the  38th  annual  conventiopr  of 
the  National  Housing  Conference. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  t^t  his 
speech  be  printed  at  this  polrve  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection/the  speech 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  i/f  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  Housing  Goals/The  Public  and 
Private  Sectot  Stake 
(Address  by  Leon  N.  .Weiner,  president  of 
Leon  N.  Welner/&  Associates,  Inc.) 

The  1968  Housing  Act  spelled  out  our  na¬ 
tional  housing  g(^s.  In  addition  to  quantifi¬ 
cation  of  the  lo^ and  moderate  income  units 
needed  in  the  /ext  decade,  it  focused  atten¬ 
tion  on  the  /TOtal  housing  requirements  of 
our  nation./ 

It  further  spelled  out,  in  rather  great  de¬ 
tail,  a  n/icedure  for  making  the  production 
of  th^housing  a  “living  goal."  I  seriously 
comt/end  a  careful  reading  of  Title  XVI  of 
'^ct,  because  Title  XVI  requires  a  “plan.” 
ils  “plan.”  according  to  the  Act,  shall 
_^pell  out  the  “number”  of  new  or  rehabili- 
'tated  units  which  need  to  be  provided,  with 
or  without  government  assistance,  during 
each  year  of  the  ten  year  period.  Further,  It 
is  to  show  the  number  of  such  units  to  be 
provided  under  each  of  the  various  Federal 
programs  designed  to  assist  in  the  provision 
of  housing. 

The  “plan”  shall  also  indicate  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  number  of  substandard  housing 
units  during  the  ten  years  and  each  year 
thereof;  shall  provide  estimates  of  the  cost 
of  carrying  out  the  various  Federal  pro¬ 
grams;  make  recommendations  with  regard 
to  the  legislative  and  administrative  actions 
needed  or  desirable  to  achieve  the  objectives 
of  the  plan.  The  plan  shall  contain  a  pro¬ 
jection  of  the  residential  mortgage  market 
needs  and  prospects  during  the  coming 
year — including  a  fairly  detailed  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  such  recommendations  for  mak¬ 
ing  these  funds  available. 

But,  in  addition  to  a  plan,  the  1968  Heus- 
ing  Act  calls  for  a  process  of  check-up  and 
periodic  annual  reports.  The  Act  spells  out 
that  the  reports  shall  include  compraison 
of  the  results  achieved,  together  with  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  for  the  same  periods;  an 
analysis  of  the  failure  to  reach  the  objec¬ 
tives  if,  indeed,  they  were  not  achieved  dur¬ 
ing  that  year — indicating  the  reason  for  the 
failure,  the  steps  being  taken  to  realize  the 
results  during  the  remaining  years,  and  any 
ssary  revisions. 

le  Act  calls  for  detailed  reports  with 
regitfd  to  residential  mortgage  market  needs, 
flow'W  mortgage  funds,  analysis  of  monetary 
and  fl^al  policies  required  to  Implement  the 
“plan”  Imd  its  Impact  upon  the  domestic 
6conomy\lncludlng,  I  am  sure,  the  effects  of 
inflation !  )N,  as  well  as  making  the  neces¬ 
sary  recoixuOT^dations  toward  achieving  the 
total  ten  yearyprogram. 

The  big  quesnpn,  of  course,  is:  “Are  these 
national  housingVoals  achievable?”  Can  this 
nation  provide  twtoty-six  million  housing 
units  in  the  next  wcade?  Can  we  provide 
the  six  million  unltsN^r  low  and  moderate 
Income  families,  'as  werk  as  the  twenty  mil¬ 
lion  others  called  for  i^the  1968  Housing 
Act  and  in  the  plan?  T^l  answer,  in  my 
opinion,  is  a  resounding  “Ye>d” 

There  are  many  who  doubt*pur  ability  as 
a  nation  to  accomplish  the  goWs.  .  .  .  and 
there  are  all  too  few  who  ha^e  carefully 
analyzed,  digested,  and  applied  thHir  think¬ 
ing  toward  making  these  goals  alive'>end  dy¬ 
namic.  There  are  few  who  question 
There  are,  however,  many  who  doubt— Iiiiany 
who  think  the  goals  are  too  high  or  Ijn- 
rcallstic,  or  who  find  themselves  ovet,- 
whelmed  by  the  obstacles  and  impediments. 
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CAN  INDTTSTRT  PRODUCE  THE  REQUIRED 


HOUSING? 


Let  US  examine  these  questions:  Can  the 
present  industry,  structured  the  way  it  is, 
meet' the  task  of  doubling  the  production  of 
housing  units?  Isn’t  the  present  Industry 
inefficient,  fragmented,  archaic,  and  obsolete 
in  its  organization  and  technology?  Wouldn’t 
this  nation  ^  better  off  having  government 
actually  uri^^ertake  the  total  program? 
Shouldn’t  we  concentrate  on  development  of 
huge  new  government  or  quasi-government 
agencies  which  will  overcome  the  obstacles 
and  accomplish  lil^jor  new  breakthroughs 
such  as  have  been  ab^leved  in  the  aerospace 
industry?  Why  don’t  we  manufacture  houses 
the  way  we  do  so  m^y  other  consumer 
goods — by  developing  national  markets  and 
mass  producing  all  the  housing  at  greatly  re¬ 
duced  costs? 

Recently,  numerous  studie^  and  proposals 
have  been  advanced  on  many  o'!  these  ques¬ 
tions — including  the  Douglas  Commission 
Report,  the  Kaiser  Committee  R^ort,  and 
many  HUD  experiments  and  some '  demon¬ 
stration  programs,  some  of  which  are  still 
in  process. 

What  are  some  of  the  facts?  Are  there  any 
clear  and  simple  answers?  The  present  hoiitv^ 
ing  Industry  has  demonstrated  its  ability, 
to  produce  and  meet  the  housing  markets  of 
this  country.  Since  World  War  II,  the  ho'us- 
Ing  Inventory  of  this  nation  has  been  dou¬ 
bled.  More  than  thirty-five  million  units 
have  been  added  to  the  supply.  TTiere  has 
been  a  constant  introduction  of  new  mate¬ 
rials  and  technology,  and  it  is  being  absorbed 
as  rapidly  as  the  marketplace  will  accept  it. 
Rather  than  being  inefficient,  numerous 
studies  have  indicated  a  fantastic  level  of  effi¬ 
ciency  and  effectiveness  in  a  highly  com¬ 
petitive  free  market  environment.  There  are 
really  few  people  who  honestly  believe  that 
this  nation  would  be  better  off  having  the 
government  actually  undertake  the  total 
production  of  housing.  The  private  sector 
can,  has,  and  will  continue  to  demonstrate 
its  ability  to  produce  more  efficiently  and  ef¬ 
fectively.  This  is  not  to  negate  the  need  for  a 
real  and  working  partnership  between  the 
private  and  public  sectors. 

The  turnkey  program,  the  Section  23  Leas¬ 
ing  Program,  and  similar  related  programs 
have  already  demonstrated  this  in  part. 
Modifications  of  and  improvements  of  mod¬ 
erate  income  housing  programs  and  third 
sector  participation  with  non-profit  spon¬ 
sors  can  further  Increase  production  in  this 
area.  Congressional,  as  well  as  regulatory 
shackles,  will  have  to  be  removed  from 
many  of  these  programs,  but  we  have  already 
seen  some  results  in  the  HUD  accelerated 
multi-family  processing  program. -Hopefully, 
this  trend  will  continue. 


The  facts,  however,  simply  will  not  be  re¬ 
futed. 

We  simply  cannot  look  for  new  'tech¬ 
nology  and  'techniques  and  dramatic  break¬ 
throughs  to  solve  these  problems  immedi¬ 
ately,  but  must  face  the  realities  of  the 
present  and  skillfully  and  constructively  use 
the  tools  and  resources  presently  available. 

The  housing  industry  should  be  regarded 
as  a  national  resource  and  so  nurtured  and 
developed  so  as  to  maximize  its  effectiveness 
in  achieving  our  national  goals.  The  in¬ 
dustry  itself  is  really  quick  to  change  to  new 
types  of  organizations.  It  can  and  will  arise 
to  meet  the  needs,  provided  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  Incentives  are  available  and  realiz¬ 
able.  If  we  regard  the  present  knowledge 
and  skills,  as  well  as  organization  of  the 
housing  Industry  in  this  fashion,  we  need 
not  wait  to  see  whether  new  forms,  new 
structures,  new  conglomerates,  new  agencies 
are  either  workable  or  feasible.  It  is  Im¬ 
portant  to  move  forward  on  all  fronts. 

On  Svmday,  March  9,  Just  y^terday,  before 
the  Third  Annual  Conference  of  Regional 
Councils  in  San  Francisco,  Mr.  Samuel  C. 
Jaskson,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Development  of  HUD,  in  his  first  major 
address  since  taking  office,  urged  the  Re¬ 
gional  Councils  to  be  less  concerned  with  the 
technology  of  construction  and  more  with 


and  exclusionary  piinclplee  and  admlnls-  / 
■tered  by  public  agencies,  is  enough  'to  raise 
the  word  of  caution.  Those  -of  us  who  have 
had  practical  experience  with  the  subuxljan 
"mind,”  a  very  powerful  influence  iri.  the 
shaping  of  land  use  policies,  well  knoy  that 
even  a  metropolitan  approach  will  no^esolve 
the  critical  question  of  how,  when,  ^d  where 
publicly  owned  land  shall  be  disposed.  Add 
to  this  the  critical  problem  of  ^e  relation¬ 
ship  between  such  publicly  acquired  lands 
and  any  or  all  privately  owi^^  land,  and  it 
becomes  even  "more  difficult  'to  resolve. 

There  are  those  who  reg^d  new  communi¬ 
ties  as  the  ultimate  answer.  A  recent  report 
by  a  professional  associ^ion  task  force  stated 
their  belief  that,  “New,  oo-mmunltles  'will  offer 
new  types  of  en'vii^ments,  free  from  'the 
■worst  irritants  an<^,pres6ures  of  metropolitan 
areas,  in  which  pieople  wUl  have  a  better 
chance  to  work  ftward  ending  the  dangerous 
divisions  betwpen  black  and  white,  rich  and 
poor,  and  yopng  and  old  that  are  increasing 
in  the  United  States  -today.”  'What  a  beauti¬ 
ful  world  .'that  would  be!  Our  present  p)at- 
■tems  of  .-'growth  have  produced  many  pwob- 
lems  ^d,  hopofuUy,  again,  new  communi¬ 
ties  nstay  help  to  pwevent  such  things  as  ur- 
baiyspyrawl.  We  need  to  be  concerned  -with 
urban  sprawl.  The  causes  have  inter-rela- 
■tionshlp  with  our  growth  patterns.  Equally, 


'the  actions  necessary  'to  produce  sites,  com-  /before  significant  and  major  contributions 


rannlty  facilities,  and  services.  Jackson  -told..' 
thb,^ Conference  that  ".  .  .  your  advice,  couij- 
sel,  'and  action  is  needed  now  to  do  awhy 
with  'iqiscrlminatory  zoning  practices,  /Out¬ 
moded,'-.  or  over-specialized  building  bodes, 
and  development  standards  that  drive  up 
the  cost  of  housing.” 

What,  the!n,  are  some  of  the  major  impedi¬ 
ments  'to  achieving  our  natlonal'goals,  aside 
from  the  organisation  of  the  Iruiustry  and  its 
technology?  The§e  Include, , -among  others, 
land  and  sites,  iris^npower,  .^ost  and  supply 
of  materials  and,  of  oours^-,'’ the  fundamental 
and  crucial  problem  <?f  Adequate  long-term 
capital  credit  and  gov’ainmental  subsidy.  It 
becomes  very  difficult  tq  properly  evaluate 
which  impediment  is  mos\crucial,  but  any¬ 
one  in  any  houslng-prograni'lShows  that  land, 
suitably  located  -with  adequate  facilities  and 
at  a  reasonable,-t)rlce,  is  one  or^the  most  dif¬ 
ficult  to  resol-yfe.  Zoning  codes  wd  their  ad¬ 
ministration/ as  well  as  a  fantastic  lack  of 
advance  Installation  of  roads  and  transporta¬ 
tion,  seweis,  water  supply,  schools,  aiKjl  other 
fundamental  facilities,  have  contributed  -to 


skyrocketing  land  costs. 

THE  NEED  FOR  LAND  POLICIES 


baiv. 


can  be  made  -with  resp>ect  to  new  communi- 
■tles,  we  must  resolve  the  economics  not  only 
in  the  feasibility  of  the  new  comm-unlty  it¬ 
self  but  in  the  need  for  Jobs  and  services 
without  which  no  community  can  s-urvive. 

My  deepiest  concern  is  that,  in  the  search 
for  new  answers,  we  fall  to  heed  the  words 
of  Assistant  Secretary  Jackson.  .  .  .  that  we 
forget  the  day-to-day  fight  for  sites,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  services.  If  we  are  'to 
achieve  our  national  housing  goals,  our 
urban  land  p»ollcy  needs  to  zero  In  on  short 
range  workable  programs  now,  utilizing  all 
the  tools,  techniques,  and  pxiwers  which  can 
make  the  necessary  land  available  today,  -to¬ 
morrow,  and  next  year — while  carefully  ex¬ 
amining  and  experimenting  -with  innova¬ 
tions,  testing  them  in  practice,  and  care¬ 
fully  culling  those  which  cannot  or  will  not 
work  in  our  American  society  from  those 
that  will  produce  results.  Assistant  Secretary 
Jackson  certainly  put  his  finger  on  the  prob¬ 
lem.  Those  of  us  Involved  in  the  day-to-day 
fight  for  sites  realize  that  deep  down  and 
underlying  many  of  the  other  problems  is 
the  issue  of  color.  Mayor  Walter  Washing¬ 
ton  stated  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  name  of 
the  game  was  fair  housing  practices.  Few 


The  development  of  a  national  urba^  communities  are  ready  to  be  that  frank.  In 

growth  policy,  or  a  national  urbanization  \  _ _ _ _ _ ij...  t _ X _ _  *1 _ _ 

policy,  or  an  urban  land  policy  has  certainly 
been  projected  onto  the  front  burner  for 
serious  and  critical  consideration. 


The  problems  of  local  market  decisions, 
of  the  middle  class  aspirations  of  low  and 
moderate  Income  families,  of  growing  policies 
directed  against  huge  concentrations  of 
“project”  type  housing  enclaves,  all  make 


the  solutions  of  mass  “factory’’-  produced 


housing  complex  and  unacceptable.  Local 
market  design  decisions — including  com¬ 
munity  desires  as  well  as  th^' aspirations  of 
low  and  moderate  Income  families,  are  very 
strong  indeed.  We  cannot,  ignore  these  fac¬ 
tors.  Changes  will  be  jblatlvely  slow  and 
gradual.  While  many  ,new  and  innovative 
experiments  in  this  direction  will  be  un¬ 
dertaken,  and  som^  may  prove  successful, 
the  history  of  this  course  of  action  as  an 
overall  solution  ..Suggests  it  is  a  long  way 
off.  The  recent/Battelle  Institute  study  for 
the  AFL-CIO  Building  Trades’  Department 
contains  an  ..analysis  of  many  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  down.-that  path.  ’This  Important  study 
describes, in  great  detail — both  the  trends 
and  techniques  in  the  construction  of  hous¬ 
ing  as  .it  is  practiced.  To  ignore  these  studies 
and  the  practical  applications  in  the  field  is 
siinply  the  kind  of  wishful  thinking  which 
many  of  us  have  Indulged  in  at  some  time 
during  our  careers  in  the  housing  industry. 


Secretary  of  HUD,  George  Romney 
March  4,  1969,  before  the  meeting  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Counties,  spoke  of  the 
recognition  of  “a  need  for  a  national  urban 
growth  policy- — one  which  will  include  con¬ 
sideration  of  Internal  migration,  the  con¬ 
cerns  of  small  towns,  the  development  of  new 
towns,  as  well  as  the  problems  of  the  inner 
city.” 

There  is  no  question  about  a  basic  need 
for  the  development  of  such  policies — but  a 
word  of  caution  is  also  needed.  Just  as  there 
wUl  not  be  any  magic  or  all  encompassing 
breakthrough  in  construction  technology 
which  will  produce  miracles,  neither  can  we 
expect  answers  from  some  of  the  magic  “so¬ 
lutions,”  such  as  advocated  by  Marian  Claw¬ 
son,  an  official  of  Resources  for  the  Future, 
Inc.,  who  stated  at  the  2020  Conference  in 
New  York  on  January  31,  “I  am  convinced 
that  no  really  significant  change  can  be  made 
in  the  process  of  urban  and  suburban 
growth — unless  there  is  a  major  program  of 
public  acquisition  of  land  and  a  major  in¬ 
trusion  of  public  agencies  into  the  land  con¬ 
version  process.” 

An  examination  of  current  suburban  land- 
use  policies,  based  primarily  upon  negative 


one  community,  for  example,  the  name  of 
ttoe  game  was  “historical  architectural  com- 
p^ibllity,”  and  the  problem  allegedly  was 
ho'v^s.to  get  approval  of  the  site  for  a  high- 
rise  gilding  which  did  not  have  shutters  or 
wrought  iron  ornamentation  which  hap¬ 
pened  td  be  characteristic  of  this  community. 

One  of  ^e  significant  steps  forward  in  the 
day-to-day^ .fight  for  sites  is  the  require¬ 
ment  in  the  lousing  Act  of  1968  for  a  hous¬ 
ing  element  hi  connection  with  the  701 
grants.  This  neAds  to  be  further  deepened 
and  expanded.  iKwe  are  to  have  national 
housing  goals,  we  "i^ust  have  state  housing 
goals,  county  housirig  goals,  and  municipal 
housing  goals: — each  oSi  which,  in  turn,  con¬ 
stitutes  the  component  sections  of  a  na¬ 
tional  goal.  'Without  th^e  local  goals,  we 
cannot  fully  succeed. 


MANPOWER  AND  MATERIALS  TO  MEET  THE  GOALS 

Can  we  provide  the  manpo^r  to  double 


the  production  of  housing  unlt^in  our  na¬ 
tion — in  order  to  meet  our  natl anal  goals? 

An  effective  manpower  training  'program 
and  the  smashing  of  previous  employment 
practices,  together  with  the  introduction  of 
new  component  -technology,  will  offer  ^lu- 
tions  toward  that  problem.  The  major  Ihi- 
pediment  has  been  to  convince  many  involve 
people  that  there  are  critical  manpower' 
shortages  and  that  streamlined  -training  pro- 
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grams  and  elimination  of  racial  barriers  are 
fundaments  to  overcoming  this  Impediment, 
'he  training  of  additional  manpower  must 
regarded  as  an  opportunity  for  added  em- 
ent  and  not  as  competition  for  the 
those  already  employed  In  the  con- 
strucHon  Industry.  The  need  is  great  for  both 
f.  the  long  term  replacement  of  the  mechanics 
-  in  our  industry  whose  average  age  has  in- 

*  creased  dr^tlcally  In  the  last  ten  years,  as 
well  as  forNhe  vastly  Increased  number  of 

•  man  hours  ortoroduction  which  will  be  need- 
. .  ed  to  satisfy  tne  sharply  increased  expansion 

of  housing  suppr 

No  one,  at  thi\  moment  in  our  history, 
could  speak  about  Reusing  without  referring 
to  the  inflationary  ^d  runaway  price  pat¬ 
terns  of  building  mat^ials  and,  most  espe¬ 
cially,  lumber.  The  phenomenal  rise  of  lum¬ 
ber  prices  in  one  shoi\  year  has  nearly 
doubled  the  cost  of  this  e^ential  building 
^  'product.  The  causes  are  conmlex  and  oon- 
fusing  but,  once  again,  the  ^utions  lie  in 
an  examination  of  the  problem  Nth  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  our  housing  goals  as  N  ultimate 
objective.  If  this  involves  major  (^mges  in 
other  national  policies,  such  as  th^supply 
of  timber  from  our  national  forests  ^whlch 
have  more  than  half  of  the  nation’s  resources, 
or  an  embargo  on  shipment  of  logs  to  Jap 
or  a  strengthening  of  the  small  mill 
ducers  by  extensive  government  loans 
order  to  increase  their  ability  to  add  to  the 
supply,  then  the  steps  to  achieve  this  must 
be  consciously  undertaken  as  part  of  the  pol¬ 
icies  necessary  to  achieve  our  housing  goals. 

RESOLVING  MORTGAGE  CREDIT  PROBLEMS 

Finally,  and  without  attempting  to  elabo¬ 
rate  any  additional  and  contributing  imped¬ 
iments,  the  most  crucial  matter  of  mortgage 
credit  and  funding  of  the  housing  programs 
becomes  the  major  stumbling  block  to  meet¬ 
ing  our  national  housing  goals. 

First,  with  respect  to  appi'opriatlon.  ...  If 
the  Congress  believes  in  the  housing  goals  it 
has  established — and  particularly  in  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  require  subsidy — ^it  cannot  re¬ 
strict  and  squeeze  the  life  out  of  the  funding 
for  the  programs  it  has  approved. 

There  was  certainly  strong  bi-partisan  sup¬ 
port  for  the  1968  Housing  Act.  One  could 
argue  that  the  “rent  supplement"  program 
never  received  proper  funding  because  of  its 
narrow  margin  of  victory  in  the  Congress, 
but,  surely,  the  Section  No.  235 — Home- 
ownership  Program,  and  Section  No.  236 — ■ 
Moderate  Rental  Programs  did  not  have  that 
history.  A  word  about  the  subsidies  for  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  Section  No.  235 — Homeowner- 
ship  and  the  Section  No.  236 — Moderate 
Rental  Programs.  We  believe  that  this  type  oj 
subsidy  program  is  constructively  oriented . 
the  consumer.  Our  industry  has  not  lo^ed 
for  subsidy  for  Itself.  Too  often,  people^ave 
considered  programs  such  as  the  F^A fiddle 
Income  Housing  Program  as  a  direct  j^bsidy. 
True,  it  involved  federal  interventtmi  in  the 
financing  process,  but  no  home  l^lder  nor 
homeowner  received  public  fui^  and,  even 
the  cost  of  administering  the  JFHA  program, 
has  been  minimal.  As  a  mattqr  af  fact,  a  care¬ 
ful  examination  of  the  history  of  FHA  will 
show  that  it  has  not  heeiyajo.  expense  in  the 
government  program  bjjt  actually  returned 
funds  to  the  Treasury. 

Secondly,  despite  /much  discussion  and 
many  motions  t<^ard  providing  housing 
with  the  necessaw  shelter  and  incentives — • 
toward  attracting  long  and  even  short  term 
capital  to  the ^dustry  to  give  it  a  competi¬ 
tive  position/m  the  capital  markets  of  our 
nation,  we  ^e  today,  once  again,  on  the  verge 
of  a  majoy  crisis  in  both  cost  of  and  supply 
of  mortofee  credit.  Pension  funds,  one  of  the 
major  purees  of  long  term  credit,  continue 
to  phiw  billions  into  spectaculative  stock 
marjfet  issues — bypassing  the  fixed  interest 
'  raj*  return  of  mortgages.  The  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board  openly  admits  to  its  failure  to 
provide  protection  to  the  relatively  weak 
/  competitive  position  of  residential  mortgages. 
In  1966,  when  the  tlg^t  money  ciamch  vir¬ 


tually  groimd  housing  production  down  to 
a  level  equivalent  to  less  than  forty  percent 
of  the  2.6  mllUon  units  needed  to  achieve 
our  housing  goals,  many  long  hours  were 
silent  in  looking  for  solutions.  Too  few  pro¬ 
posals  have  been  put  into  effect  and  too  few 
people  today  understand  that  our  housing 
goals  will  not  be  achieved  unless  the  mort¬ 
gage  credit  problems  are  resolved. 

LOW  AND  MODERATE  IN  RELATION  TO  ALL 
HOUSING 

There  are  many  in  this  nation  who  feel 
deeply  concerned  about  housing  the  low  and 
moderate  income  families.  There  are  an  in¬ 
creasing  number  who  understand  the  sense 
of  urgency  and  need  to  move  effectively  and 
vigorously  to  accomplish  this  part  of  our  na¬ 
tional  goals.  Those  of  us  who  have  had  any 
contact  with  the  urban  core  problems  in 
cities  and  towns  are  especially  conscious  and 
place  strong  emphasis  on  the  low  and  mod¬ 
erate  income  family  needs  in  housing. 

There  is,  however,  a  great  danger  of  di- 
vlslveness  and  polarization  in  our  nation  if 
we  fail  to  provide  housing  opportunity  to  our 
other  citizens  as  well.  The  Kerner  Report, 
with  all  of  its  insight,  understood  and  un¬ 
derscored  this  danger.  While  emphasizing 
the  low  and  moderate  Income  programs,  let 
us  not  fall  into  the  trap  of  blindly  setting 
other  housing  requirements  as  the  opposi 
tion. 

If  funds  need  to  be  allocated,  let  ttffem 
chme  from  the  Apwllo  program  or  fromyrfther 
somces,  rather  than  from  other  Musing 
progmms.  If  we  are  to  continue  tq/Bupport 
tax  Salter  through  depreciation  jmd  other 
incent^ips  to  produce  low  an^  moderate 
housing.Nre  must  not  make  the  mistake  of 
excluding  other  housing  need^  I  cannot  too 
strongly  ui^  our  most  seriojfc  consideration 
of  this  course'qf  action. 

COMMITMENT  jl^ND  ACTICy#  FOR  ATTAINMENT 

What  is  needed  , is  a^nse  of  commitment. 
What  is  needed  is'  the  development  of  con¬ 
scious  policies  of  poiorities.  What  is  needed 
is  a  program  of  attlbn  to  really  make  the 
housing  goals  into  “living  goals.” 

There  is  no /question  \that,  without  this 
sense  of  comnfitment,  theXnational  housing 
goals  beoom^  once  again,  pimply  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  desirable  whlchx  like  so  many 
other  goal  things,  would  be  she\ved  till  later. 
We  cannot  and  will  not  achieve  bur  housing 
goals  *ml6ss  and  until  we  apply  durselves — 
the  orivate  sector,  the  public  sectorSand  the 
pe^le’s  sector  to  implementation 
fan.”  In  a  recent  speech,  Charles  B.  :^eder, 
jnlor  Associate  Economist  of  the  Du^nt 
'^Company,  raised  the  question  whether  Nve 
will  achieve  twenty-six  million  addition^ 
dwellings  by  1978.  His  answer  was  that  it- 
would  be  something  less.  He  said,  “What 
won’t  be  produced  in  the  19^0’s  is  most  of 
t;he  six  million  subsidized  units  called  for 
by  the  Housing  Act  of  1968.  The  reasons  these 
won’t  be  produced  are  (a)  the  goal  is  un¬ 
realistic  to  begin  with,  and  (b)  the  incen¬ 
tives  offered  are  totally  inadequate  to  get  a 
task  of  this  magnitude  done.  The  goal  of 
six  million  subsidized  units  is  not  supported 
by  basic  economic  analysis.  It  represents  the 
number  of  housing  units  that  Washington 
would  like  to  see  produced  in  order  to  give 
every  poor  American  a  decent  home — a  worth¬ 
while  aim,  but  hardly  the  basis  for  a  fore¬ 
cast.”  This  is  a  challenge.  While  this  may  be 
but  one  man’s  opinion  of  the  problems  fac¬ 
ing  our  nation  in  meeting  its  housing  goals, 
it  certainly  indicates  the  magniture  and  na¬ 
ture  of  the  problem. 

In  his  Letter  of  Transmittal  dated  Janu¬ 
ary  17,  1969,  in  which  he  sent  the  first  an¬ 
nual  report  on  national  housing  goals  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  President 
Johnson  says,  “.  .  .  .’The  housing  goals  of  the 
1968  Act  are  firm  national  commitments.  I 
urge  the  Congress,  State,  and  local  officials, 
and  concerned  Individuals  to  give  careful 
consideration  to  this  report.” 

If  the  “plan”  needs  to  be  revised,  let  it 
be  done  consciously  and  deliberately  and 


not  by  default.  Those  of  us  in  this  natloi^ 
concerned  with  housing  must  keep  the  hous¬ 
ing  goals  as  “living  goals.”  / 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  'Virginia.  Mry^-es- 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  Quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFTCER.^e  clerk 
will  call  the  roll.  / 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded/TO  call  the 
roll.  / 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Vimnla.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimousy<$onsent  that  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  bo'rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bayh  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  or^red. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Chair  is  advised  by  the  parlia¬ 
mentarian  that  under  the  previous  order 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  is  ready  to  present  the  case  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Yarborough)  ;  therefore,  I  relin¬ 
quish  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  for  his 
courtesy.  I  am  sorry  that  Senator  Yar- 
BOROUiJb  is  not  available  to  call  up  his 
amendment,  however,  I  am  delighted  to 
act  in  his  stead. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  senior  Senator 
from  CaUfomia  (Mr.  Murphy)  be  added 
as  a  cosponsor  of  amendment  No.  44. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  44 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
amendment  No.  44  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough) 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  Senators, 
proposes  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

The  proposed  section  401  of  the  bill  is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  in  lines  19 
through  22,  page  71,  “(including  amounts 
made  available  to  carry  out  programs  to 
which  title  IV  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Amendments  is  applicable)”, 
(2)  by  striking  “and”  in  line  13,  page  71,  (3) 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  line 
16,  page  71,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”,  (4)  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  line  16,  page  71,  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“(4)  the  programs  to  which  title  IV  of  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967  (Public  Law  90-247)  is  ap¬ 
plicable.” 
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and  (5)  by  striking  out  "and  (3)”  on  lines  3 
and  4,  page  72,  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"(3)  and  (4)”. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  amendment 
No.  44  contains  the  exemption  of  edu¬ 
cational  programs  from  statutory  budg¬ 
et  cuts. 

To  give  this  action  some  historical  per¬ 
spective  it  should  be  noted  that  section 
406  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Amendments  of  1967  exempts 
all  educational  programs  in  the  Office  of 
Education  from  statutory  budget  ceilings. 

Last  year  the  Senate  was  called  upon 
to  recommit  the  bill  which  created  this 
exemption  for  educational  programs,' 
with  instructions  to  delete  that  specific 
exemption.  This  move  was  defeated  by  a 
record  vote  of  58  to  11. 

The  amendment  we  are  considering 
today  would  reaffirm  the  action  previ¬ 
ously  taken  by  the  Senate  to  permit  the 
Congress  to  decide  the  level  of  spend¬ 
ing  for  education. 

The  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
as  reported  exempts  uncontrollable  ex¬ 
penditures  from  the  budget  ceiling  which 
would  be  imposed  and  directs  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  reserve  from  appropriations  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  keep  ex¬ 
penditures  below  that  ceiling;  thereby  re¬ 
quiring  the  reductions  to  be  taken  from 
controllable  expenditures.  The  amend¬ 
ment  transfers  education  appropriations 
from  the  controllable  category  to  the  im- 
controllable  category. 

On  a  more  general  point,  I  think  that 
enactment  of  section  401  as  written  may 
constitute  an  abdication  of  legislative  re¬ 
sponsibility  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
The  legislation  as  passed  by  the  House 
reserved  to  the  Congress  the  right  to  ap¬ 
propriate  such  sums  as  it  deemed  to  be 
necessary  for  particular  programs.  The 
final  responsibility  for  how  much  was  to 
be  spent  in  any  program  was  reserved  to 
the  Congress.  The  language  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  to  the  House  bill  turns 
full  responsibility  for  determination  of 
the  amount  to  be  spent  on  any  program 
over  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the 
White  House. 

If  the  committee  language  is  enacted, 
we  may  find  ourselves  in  the  position  of 
appropriating  certain  sums  for  a  specific 
program.  However,  that  appropriation 
would  have  no  effect  whatsoever  unless 
the  Budget  Bureau  decided  to  take  notice 
of  the  congressional  intent.  Does  not  ap¬ 
propriating  money  with  one  hand  and 
then  permitting  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
to  withhold  expenditures  on  the  other 
hand  constitutes  an  act  of  bad  faith;  for 
example  in  the  field  of  education  we 
promised  the  American  people  that  we 
will  spend  funds  for  library  resources  and 
textbooks,  but  at  the  same  time  we  allow 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  withhold 
those  funds  and  decide  on  its  own 
priorities. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  is 
given  primary  legislative  authority  by 
the  Constitution.  The  power  of  the 
President  imder  the  Constitution  with 
respect  to  legislation  is  simply  to  approve 
or  disapprove  acts  of  Congress.  By  en¬ 
acting  legislation  giving  the  President 
the  authority  to  make  a  second  review 
of  our  legislation  we  are  abdicating  au¬ 
thority  the  Constitution  vested  in  the 
Congress.  Indeed,  we  are  supplementing 


the  Constitution  by  giving  the  President 
an  additional  veto  power  over  acts  of 
Congress. 

The  Constitution  gives  the  President 
only  one  veto.  When  we  enact  l^lslation 
permitting  the  President  to  reserve  funds 
from  our  appropriations  we  are  giving 
him  a  second  chance  to  approve  or  dis¬ 
approve  our  legislation. 

What  this  amoimts  to  is  the  item  veto. 
And  the  Constitution  does  not  permit 
the  item  veto  on  legislation.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  must  approve  or  disapprove  an  en¬ 
tire  act  of  Congress.  He  may  not  pick  and 
choose  among  parts  of  a  biU  that  is  en¬ 
acted.  When  we  permit  the  President  to 
pick  and  choose  from  among  our  appro¬ 
priations  we  are  in  effect  giving  him  item 
veto  authority. 

Senators  who  are  concerned  with  the 
power  of  the  Presidency  should  be  fear¬ 
ful  of  granting  the  President  such  ex¬ 
traordinary  power  as  the  item  veto. 

In  a  more  parochial  vein  I  speak  now  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  point  out  a  further  reason  for 
opposition  to  section  401(b).  Last  year 
the  Congress  enacted  a  provision  of  law 
which  reserves  to  itself  the  authority  to 
decide  how  much  Federal  money  was  to 
be  spent  on  education.  Title  rv  of  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Amendments  of  1967  was  amended  to 
provide  that  all  appropriations  for  edu¬ 
cation  programs  would  remain  available 
for  obligation  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  they  were  appropriated. 

That  amendment  removed  from  the 
executive  branch  any  statutory  author¬ 
ity  to  impound  or  freeze  education  funds. 
That  act  was  not  intended  to  place  edu¬ 
cation  above  all  other  areas  of  Govern¬ 
ment  concern,  but  since  the  pending  leg¬ 
islation  dealt  only  with  education  legis¬ 
lation,  the  provision  dealt  only  with  edu¬ 
cation.  With  the  enactment  of  that  leg¬ 
islation  Congress  stated,  as  policy,  that 
the  President  should  not  have  statutory 
authority  to  impound  or  freeze  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  Congress.  If  education 
funds  are  to  be  cut,  then  the  Congress 
ought  to  do  it  in  the  proper  appropria¬ 
tion  acts,  and,  I  might  add,  take  respon¬ 
sibility  for  those  cuts.  The  Congress 
should  not  sidestep  the  issue  by  passing 
a  general  budget  cut  and  then  let  the 
President  take  the  responsibility  for  cut¬ 
ting  specific  areas  such  as  education. 

Section  401(b)  of  the  supplemental 
specifically  overrides  the  exemption  Con¬ 
gress  enacted  last  year  with  respect  to 
education.  Since  this  legislation  over¬ 
rides  the  exemption  for  education  legis¬ 
lation  we  are  now  in  a  position,  by 
acting  upon  the  pending  Yarborough 
amendment,  where  each  of  us  will  be 
called  upon  to  stand  up  and  be  counted 
as  for  or  against  education.  And  we  do 
this  after  we  have  seen  schools  closed 
down  in  Youngstown,  Ohio,  we  have 
seen  school  years  shortened  in  many 
cities  across  the  country,  we  have  seen 
schools  that  are  literally  falling  down 
from  age  in  every  big  city  in  this  coun¬ 
try  and  we  have  5  million  disadvantaged 
children  who  need  special  education  pro¬ 
grams.  We  also  have  about  6  million 
handicapped  children  who  need  special 
education  programs.  Is  this  the  time  to 
allow  a  cut  in  education  funding? 

The  property  taxpayers  in  this  coun¬ 
try  simply  cannot  and  will  not  signlfl- 
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cantly  increase  local  taxes  to  support 
education  in  this  coimtry.  In  my  opinion 
the  Federal  Government  has  never  car¬ 
ried  its  rightful  share  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  education.  However,  we  have 
been  taking  steps  in  the  right  direction 
m  the  last  4  years.  The  American  people 
want  more  and  better  quality  education 
for  their  children.  Yet  they  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  provide  that  education  from  local 
revenues.  The  education  needs  of  the 
children  of  this  country  are  far  too  im¬ 
portant  to  slight  by  passing  general  bud¬ 
get  cut  legislation  when  the  specific 
needs  for  assistance  under  specific  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  analyzed  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  and  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

As  chairman  of  the  Education  Sub¬ 
committee  I  cannot  stand  by  in  silence 
and  let  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
ignore  today’s  education  needs,  nor  ac¬ 
quiesce  as  this  body  diverts  itself  of  its 
proper  responsibility  with  respect  to 
those  needs.  Therefore,  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  consider  section  401(b) 
very  carefully  and  ask  these  questions: 
First,  should  we  continue  a  policy  of 
legislating  in  appropriations  acts  in 
spite  of  our  own  prohibition  against 
such  legislation:  second,  should  we  re¬ 
linquish  primary  responsibility  for  leg¬ 
islation  by  abdicating  to  the  President 
powers  which  the  Constitution  does  not 
grant  him;  third,  do  we  want  to  close 
our  eyes  to  the  education  needs  of  the 
Nation’s  children  and  elude  oiu-  respon¬ 
sibility  by  enacting  a  general  budget  cut 
without  a  review  of  the  needs  of  our 
children  for  education. 

I  would  submit  that  the  answer  to 
each  of  these  questions  by  most  of  us 
would  be  “No”:  and  if  all  three  questions 
were  put  together  I  hope  the  answer 
would  be  a  resounding  “No.” 

Mr.  President,  I  would  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  May  I 
advise  the  Senator  that  there  are  not 
sufficient  Senators  in  the  Chamber  at 
the  moment. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  withdraw 
that  request. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

TTie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  imani- 
mous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered  on  the 
amendment. 

'The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legistalive  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  can  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pi'es- 
ident,  may  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
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Island  whether  or  not  any  other  Sen¬ 
ators  will  appear  in  behalf  of  the  Yar¬ 
borough  amendment? 

Mr.  PELL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya)  would  like  to  be 
heard. 

In  addition,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  name  of  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  (Mr.  Bayh)  be  added  as  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  am  ready  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  PELL.  Is  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  being  notified? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
up  to  someone  else. 

Mr.  PELL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment, 
of  which  I  am  one  of  the  cosponsors, 
but  I  want  to  say  at  the  very  outset  that 
the  fact  that  we  are  sponsoring  this 
amendment  should  not  be  a  reflection 
on  the  able  leadership  of  my  good  friend 
from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd),  who 
has  brought  this  bill  to  the  Senate,  and 
who  has  done  a  very  fine  job  in  bringing 
before  the  Senate  a  good  bill,  a  well  con¬ 
sidered  piece  of  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  state  that  I  completely 
support  the  language  included  in  the 
vocational  education  amendments  of 
last  year  which  exempted  our  crucial 
education  programs  from  the  strictures 
of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Act. 

As  you  know,  the  wording  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  exemption  language  made  the  ex¬ 
emption  a  permanent  one — effective  not 
only  for  fiscal  year  1969  but  for  all  future 
years,  unless  specifically  negated  by  sub¬ 
sequent  legislation.  And  the  House- 
passed  version  of  the  second  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  measure  now  be¬ 
fore  us  also  protects  the  exempt  status 
of  education  from  this  expenditure  lim¬ 
itation.  In  short,  we  in  Congress  have 
recognized  the  urgent  demand  and  need 
for  fimding  educational  programs — from 
elementary  through  graduate  school. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  no  reason  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  reverse  itself  and  backtrack  on 
the  principle  it  has  endorsed  of  giving 
education  the  priority  that  it  needs.  The 
desperate  need  for  expanded  educational 
programs  has  by  now  been  well  docu¬ 
mented  and  established.  The  unfulfilled 
promise  of  education  for  all  is  now  our 
challenge  and  one  to  which  we  must  ac¬ 
cord  top  priority.  But  if  education  is  to 
increase  in  the  program  sense,  it  follows 
that  it  must  also  increase  in  the  fi¬ 
nancial  sense. 

If  we  move  to  repeal  this  language 
from  the  measure,  it  will  weigh  heavily 
on  our  consciences  that  large  numbers 
of  our  boys  and  girls  will  fail  to  attain 
their  full  development.  Not  having  a  par¬ 


ticular  competence  to  get  started  in  the 
world  and  to  contribute  to  the  life  and 
economy  of  our  Nation  may  turn  out  to 
be  the  single  most  Important  event  in 
the  lives  of  our  youth. 

Both  precedent  and  commonsense  tell 
us  that  our  strength,  creativity,  and  fur¬ 
ther  growth  depend  upon  our  capacity  to 
develop  the  talents  and  potentialities  of 
our  valuable  human  resources.  Both 
precedent  and  commonsense  also  tell  us 
that  the  few  dollars  we  Invest  today  in 
education  are  a  capital  investment  which 
will  pay  off  handsomely  in  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  dividends  tomorrow. 

This  is  a  time  in  America  for  reason 
and  restraint — but  it  is  also  a  time  for 
responding  to  and  finding  solutions  to 
our  major  problems.  If  we  can  design  a 
system  to  put  a  man  on  the  moon,  we 
can  zero  in  on  insuring  that  our  educa¬ 
tional  programs  live  up  to  our  expecta¬ 
tions.  The  current  climate  in  America 
places  upon  each  of  us  awesome  new  de¬ 
mands  for  sound  leadership  and  intelli¬ 
gent,  constructive  action.  The  goal  of 
educational  fulfillment  is  immediate  and 
pressing:  it  cannot  be  evaded  if  we  are 
to  preserve  the  vitality  of  America. 

I  urge  my  distinguished  colleagues  not 
to  create  an  educational  crisis  by  pulling 
the  rug  out  from  under  the  young  people 
of  our  country.  There  is  little  question 
that  their  education  should  appear  in 
the  highest  ranks  of  our  national  scale  of 
priorities.  And  by  protecting  the  exempt 
status  of  education  in  this  legislation,  we 
shall  all  of  us  share  in  the  excitement  of 
achieving  beneficial  results  in  this  cru¬ 
cially  important  field. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  recall 
one  leadership  meeting  at  the  White 
House  with  President  Nixon,  at  which 
time  we  were  discussing  a  ceiling  on  ex¬ 
penditures  and  discussing  the  overall 
budget  ceiling. 

I  recall  that  a  Cabinet  officer  was 
there  seeking  to  entreat  with  everybody 
that  he  needed  another  $275  million  for 
a  particular  function  and  activity  in  his 
department. 

No  one  could  deny  that  what  he  had 
in  mind  was  a  very  desirable  thing,  and 
almost  imperative  in  some  sense;  and, 
without  putting  words  in  the  mouth  of 
the  President,  he  said,  “Well,  that’s  fine. 
If  you  need  $275  million,  just  find  some 
other  spot  in  this  budget  where  they  can 
take  out  $275  million,  so  it  can  be  done 
under  the  budget  ceiling.’’ 

In  other  words,  nothing  was  sacred, 
and  everything  could  be  cut  except  the 
uncontrollable  items. 

So  that  way,  for  the  purposes  of  net 
lending  and  net  loans,  most  of  the  items 
are  there,  and  you  can  dip  in,  take  out, 
and  add;  and  that  is  precisely  what  the 
Senate  committee  did  when  they  brought 
in  this  bill. 

Now  it  is  proposed  to  make  an  exemp¬ 
tion  here  for  the  Office  of  Education, 
which  involves  a  matter  of  $3  billion.  Ob¬ 
viously,  the  Williams  amendment  so  far 
as  personnel  are  concerned  cannot  be 
made  to  apply. 

Well,  if  we  are  going  to  make  an  ex¬ 
ception,  why  not  apply  it  to  the  so- 
called  impacted  school  areas?  Why  not 
also  do  it  with  respect  to  school  lunches? 


Why  not  do  It  with  respect  to  all  the 
public  works  projects  that  are  in  this 
bill?  Why  have  any  sacred  cows  at  all? 

But  if  we  are  going  to  pick  out  a  saci’ed 
cow  here — and  already  the  telegrams  in¬ 
dicate  that  a  very  effective  school  lobby 
is  under  way  in  behalf  of  this  effort  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  Yarborough  amendment — I 
sincerely  hope  that  the  Senate  does  not 
treat  the  Appropriations  Committee 
quite  like  that,  after  all  the  effort  that 
they  have  put  into  the  bill. 

I  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Mr.  Byrd),  who  is  the  manager 
of  the  bill,  and  the  Senator  frem  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  who  is  the  minor¬ 
ity  manager  of  the  bill,  did  sit  down  with 
the  Director  of  the  Budget  to  work  out 
the  language  that  the  committee  finally 
brought  in  here,  for  purposes  of  sub¬ 
mission  to  the  Senate. 

Now,  out  of  the  clear  sky,  the  old 
Morse  amendment,  with  which  we  lived 
in  other  days,  is  resurrected  once  more, 
and  a  tearful  entreaty  is  made  that  this 
has  got  to  be  done  to  round  out  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  the  youngsters  of  America. 

There  is  a  lot  of  school  money  in  this 
bill,  and  if  a  little  cut  is  necessary,  or 
money  has  to  be  reserved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  somewhere  along  the  line,  I  have  an 
idea  it  can  stand  it,  and,  in  the  interest 
of  the  solvency  of  this  country,  we  should 
have  no  sacred  cows  whatsoever. 

That  is  the  reason  this  amendment 
ought  to  be  defeated,  for  if  it  is  not,  in 
logic  and  with  justification,  any  Sena¬ 
tor  can  stand  up  here  and  pick  out  some¬ 
thing  in  the  bill  and  say,  “I  would  like 
to  have  that  exempted,’’  and  he  can 
make  a  pretty  good  case  for  it. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
the  Record  to  show  that  under  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  to  the  House  bill  the 
impacted  aid  program  remains  ex¬ 
empted.  The  amendment  to  the  reported 
bill  which  I  am  presenting  on  behalf  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough)  would  reinforce  or  repeat  an 
action  taken  by  the  Senate  in  October  of 
last  year,  by  a  vote  of  58  to  11. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  lest  there  be  a  misunderstand¬ 
ing  about  my  position  in  this  instance,  or 
about  my  support  for  education,  let  me 
say  that,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
I  have  supported  every  education  bill 
that  has  passed  the  two  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  since  I  have  been  in  Congress,  over 
a  period  of  17  years.  Prior  to  that,  I  sup¬ 
ported  every  educational  measure  that 
passed  the  State  legislature  of  my  State, 
when  I  served  in  both  houses  there  for 
6  years. 

I  first  attended  school  in  a  little  two- 
room  schoolhouse  back  in  Mercer  Coim- 
ty,  W.  Va.,  about  45  years  ago.  I  grew  up 
at  a  time  when  there  was  no  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  to  education  such  as  we  have 
t(xlay.  I  went  to  college  while  I  was  serv¬ 
ing  in  the  State  legislature,  and  I  at¬ 
tended  law  school  at  night,  over  a  period 
of  10  long  years,  while  serving  in  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress,  in  Washington, 
to  earn  an  LL.B.  degree. 

I  do  not  say  this  with  the  idea  that  it 
is  something  that  I  should  boast  about, 
or  that  I  should  be  applauded  for.  I 
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merely  say  it,  Mr.  President,  to  indicate 
my  deep  feeling  for  education.  I  know 
the  worth  of  an  education.  I  know  the 
value  of  it.  I  have  worked  as  hard  as 
any  individual  ever  worked,  I  would  sup¬ 
pose,  to  get  what  little  education  I  have. 
It  has  not  been  easy.  I  had  to  get  most 
of  my  education  after  I  had  started  rais¬ 
ing  a  family,  and  I  know  what  it  is  to 
have  to  study  through  the  long  evenings, 
past  midnight,  and  on  Sundays,  when  I 
would  like  to  have  been  out  with  my 
family  taking  an  afternoon  drive  aroimd 
the  countiyside.  I  know  what  it  is  to  have 
to  pore  over  those  boring  books  and  get 
an  education  the  hard  way.  So  I  am 
very  sensitive  when  it  comes  to  making 
cuts  in  educational  appropriations. 

I  like  to  think  that  I  have  done  as 
much  as,  if  not  more  than,  any  other  in¬ 
dividual  to  promote  education  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  I  have  been  kicked 
around  a  little  bit  here,  when  I  was 
chairaian  of  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  for  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
8  years — longer  than  any  other  Senator 
has  held  that  post  in  the  last  half  cen- 
tui-y — but  I  did  more,  I  think,  than  any 
other  Senator  has  done  for  education  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  I  took  moneys 
from  other  programs  and  put  them  into 
the  education  budget  because  I  felt  that 
the  least  we  could  do  would  be  to  give 
the  children  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
the  opportunity  to  develop  to  the  utmost 
whatever  potential  is  within  each  child. 

So,  I,  too,  am  a  friend  of  education.  I 
am  not  one  who  would  close  his  eyes  to 
the  educational  needs  of  the  Nation’s 
children.  I  never  have  done  it.  I  am  not 
doing  it  today,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  do 
it  tomorrow  or  the  next  day. 

I  voted  for  the  educational  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  sponsored  by  oiu:  quon¬ 
dam  colleague,  Mr.  Morse.  I  voted  for 
it;  but  that  was  in  a  different  context 
of  circumstances.  But  when  the  com¬ 
mittee  held  hearings  on  this  bill,  Mr. 
Mayo,  the  Director  of  the  Bm'eau  of  the 
Budget,  came  before  the  committee  and 
said  that  the  language  that  was  included 
in  the  education  amendments  of  last 
year  should  be  removed,  for  this  reason: 
If  the  President  is  forced  to  make  a  re¬ 
duction  in  controllable  expenditures  as 
a  result  of  this  bill  we  are  about  to  pass, 
and  if  he  should  allocate  a  share  of  the 
cut  to  each  of  the  departments  in  the 
Government,  and  for  example,  should 
say  to  Agriculture,  “You  are  to  cut  this 
much,’’  and  should  say  to  Commerce, 
“Your  quota  is  this  much,”  and  should 
say  to  the  Justice  Department,  “Your 
quota  is  this  much,”  and  should  say  to 
HUD,  “Your  quota  is  this  much,”  and 
should  say  to  the  Department  of  ’Trans¬ 
portation,  “Your  quota  is  this  much,” 
and  should  say  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  “Your 
quota  is  this  amoimt” — let  us  say  it  is 
$200  million — the  Yarborough  amend¬ 
ment  would,  in  its  practical  effect,  re¬ 
quire  that  almost  the  entire  cut  would 
have  to  come  out  of  health. 

Why?  Because  the  welfare  programs 
are  already  open  ended.  There  is  very 
little  we  can  do  to  control  them  unless 
the  basic  law  is  changed. 

Education  cannot  be  touched  because 
education  is  being  accorded  preferential 
treatment  by  the  amendment.  But  open 


season  can  be  declared  on  health  pro¬ 
grams  because  they  have  no  such  status. 
So,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  would  have  to  say,  “Well, 
we  cannot  cut  welfare,  because  those 
programs  are  uncontrollable.” 

He  would  say,  “We  cannot  touch  edu¬ 
cation,  because  that  has  been  made  an 
untouchable  by  the  education  amend¬ 
ments  of  last  year  and  the  Yarborough 
amendment.  Therefore,  we  will  have  to 
take  our  whole  quota  out  of  health.” 

What  does  that  mean?  It  means  cuts 
in  research  programs  for  cancer,  heart 
disease,  and  arthritis,  cuts  in  the  air 
pollution  and  water  pollution  areas,  Hill- 
Burton  hospital  construction,  and  so  on. 
All  cuts  would  have  to  be  made  in  health. 

So,  let  us  put  this  matter  in  its  true 
perspective.  All  the  committee  is  trying 
to  accomplish  is  what  Mr.  Mayo  asked  to 
be  done,  and  that  was  that  the  Office  of 
Education,  which  is  in  the  controllable 
expenditure  area  othemise,  be  taken 
out  of  that  preferred  position.  And  it  is 
the  only  area  of  controllable  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Government  which  has  been 
so  exempted  and  given  this  priority 
status  by  Congress. 

If  Congress,  through  the  enactment 
of  the  pending  bill,  effectuates  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  expenditures  of  at  least  $1.9  bil¬ 
lion,  the  President  will  not  have  to  make 
any  cuts.  But  if  Congress  fails  to  do  so, 
and  if  the  President  then  has  to  make  a 
$1.9  billion  cut,  all  we  are  saying  and  all 
Mr.  Mayo  was  saying  is  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  be  permitted  to  establish 
priorities,  and  that  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may 
establish  priorities  and  that  they  will  no 
longer  be  forced  to  choose  among  health 
programs,  to  make  reductions,  but  can, 
rather,  make  a  choice  between  education 
and  health  programs.  In  other  words, 
no  longer  would  all  education  programs 
be  given  priority  over  all  health  pro¬ 
grams,  but  under  the  committee  lan¬ 
guage  the  President  could  decide  which 
education  programs  have  priority  over 
which  health  programs  and  vice  versa. 

So,  that  is  all  we  are  asking.  We  are 
asking  that  this  one  area  of  controllables 
be  removed  from  the  untouchable 
category. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  what  the  Senator  has  been  saying. 
Do  I  correctly  understand  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  relate  to  only  one  particular 
area  of  education,  and  that  it  does  not 
cover  the  whole  field  of  education? 

It  is  my  understanding  that  it  does  not 
relate  to  higher  education.  It  does  not  re¬ 
late  to  Headstart.  It  does  not  relate  to 
manpower  training  and  development 
programs,  all  of  which  are  part  of  the 
education  picture.  It  only  relates  to  one 
area  of  education. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  area 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Education. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  laying 
great  stress  on  his  support  for  educa¬ 
tion.  I  would  like  to  think  that  I  share 
his  support  of  education.  However,  this 
is  not  just  an  education  matter.  It  is  only 
a  part  of  the  education  picture.  It  is  not 
a  matter  of  making  education  untouch- 
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able.  It  is  a  matter  of  forgetting  about 
some  very  important  areas  of  education 
such  as  the  manpower  training  and  de¬ 
velopment  programs.  Headstart,  and 
others,  and  looking  at  only  one  part  of 
the  education  pictiu'e. 

Is  that  not  the  point  of  the  Senator? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
exactly  right,  as  I  understand  the 
Senator. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  applies  to  subsection  (b)  of  the 
provision  establishing  a  limitation  on 
fiscal  year  1970  outlays.  That  subsection 
would  not  become  effective  unless  we  in 
the  Congress  are  unable  or  unwilling  to 
reduce  President  Nixon’s  proposals  for 
controllable  spending  in  fiscal  year  1970 
by  the  $1.9  billion  required.  If  we  in  the 
Congress  exercise  our  responsibilities  and 
establish  our  priorities  so  that  control¬ 
lable  spending  does  not  exceed  the  $84.3 
billion  we  have  set  as  a  limit — within  the 
overall  limit  of  $191  billion— there  will 
be  no  need  for  the  President  to  make  any 
further  reductions. 

However,  if  we  cannot  so  establish  our 
priorities,  if  oiu  appropriation  and  legis¬ 
lative  actions  result  in  controllable 
spending  in  excess  of  the  $84.3  billion  we 
have  established  as  a  limit,  we  will  then 
have  forced  the  President  to  make  the 
choices  we  have  proved  unwilling  or  un¬ 
able  to  make. 

For  1970  spending  we  will  have  ap¬ 
proved,  item  by  item,  amounts  for  agri¬ 
culture,  for  housing  and  urban  develop¬ 
ment,  for  public  works,  for  natural  re¬ 
sources,  for  health,  for  education,  for 
poverty,  for  the  administration  of  justice 
and  fighting  crime,  for  foreign  relations 
and  foreign  aid,  for  revenue  collection 
and  customs,  for  military — non-Viet¬ 
nam — defense,  and  for  everything  else 
which  we  believe  is  of  so  high  priority 
that  we  cannot  reduce  any  of  them.  We 
will  then  tell  the  President  that  he  must 
choose — that  he  must  cut  where  we  could 
not  cut. 

But  the  amendment  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Texas  says  to  the 
President,  in  effect: 

Even  though  all  of  these  controllable 
spending  items  are  so  important  that  we  in 
the  Congress  could  not  cut  them  by  enough 
to  come  within  the  limit  we  have  established, 
education  is  more  important  than  any  of 
the  others.  You  may  cut  defense,  you  may 
cut  agriculture,  you  may  cut  health,  and  so 
on,  but  you  may  not  cut  education  below 
our  approved  amount. 

Thus,  the  Senator’s  amendment  says 
that  even  though  these  payments  for  ed¬ 
ucation  may  not  be  of  a  fixed  or  open- 
ended,  or  mandatory  type,  the  President 
has  to  nonetheless  consider  them  so. 

The  Appropriations  Committee,  in  ap¬ 
proving  the  language  that  would  be  de¬ 
leted  by  this  amendment,  did  not  want 
to  single  out  education.  Let  me  stress 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee  did 
not  want  to  single  out  education.  But  the 
committee  was  faced  with  the  fact  that 
education  had  alreadj^  been  singled  out 
by  the  education  amendments  of  last 
year,  and  the  committee’s  language  was 
drafted  for  the  pm*pose  of  removing  its 
preferential  position  so  that  education 
and  all  other  controllable  spending  items 
would  be  on  an  equal  footing.  The  pref¬ 
erential  status  for  education  was  con- 
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veyed  by  Public  Law  90-576,  apiwoved 
October  16  last  year. 

That  law,  among  many  other  provi¬ 
sions,  amended  the  IHementary  and 
Secondary  Act  as  follows: 

Sec.  401.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall 
apply  to  any  program  for  which  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Education  has  responsibility 
for  administration,  either  as  provided  by 
statute  or  by  delegation  pursuant  to  statute. 
Amendments  to  Acts  authorizing  such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  not  affect  the  applicability  of 
this  title  unless  so  specified  by  such  amend¬ 
ments. 

•  *  •  •  * 

Sec.  406.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  unless  expressly  in  limitation  of 
the  provisions  of  this  title,  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  for  any  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  any  of 
the  programs  to  which  this  title  IS  applica¬ 
ble  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  un¬ 
til  the  end  of  such  fiscal  year. 

This  last  section  limits  the  President’s 
authority  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of 
title  rv  of  the  pending  second  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  unless  we  “ex¬ 
pressly”  provide  otherwise.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  my  friend  from  Texas  would  re¬ 
move  such  expressed  provision. 

As  I  have  said,  if  we  cannot  fulfill  our 
responsibilities  to  cut  the  required  $1.9 
billion,  the  President  will  have  to  do  the 
job  for  us.  On  the  basis  of  the  cutback 
actions  taken  last  year,  under  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968, 
the  President  will  apportion  among  the 
various  departments  and  agencies  the 
amounts  which  he  will  have  to  reduce. 
In  this  process,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  along  With 
other  Cabinet  officers,  will  undoubtedly 
be  directed  to  reduce  1970  spending  by 
a  certain  amount  below  what  we  in  the 
Congress  will  have  specifically  approved. 
Now,  I  know  I  am  being  repetitious,  but 
I  want  to  say  again  that  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will 
look  at  the  three  major  areas  covered  by 
his  programs : 

First.  Welfare:  He  will  find  almost  all 
of  these  expenditures  are  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  grants  which  depend  on  State 
laws  and  caseloads,  and  under  existing 
law  the  1970  outlays  will  be  mandatory 
or  uncontrollable. 

Second.  Education:  If  the  Senator’s 
amendment  carries,  the  Secretary  will 
find  that  he  cannot  under  the  law  I  cited 
just  a  few  moments  ago,  reduce  any  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  OflOce  of  Education. 

Third.  Health:  These  programs  rep¬ 
resent  the  only  area  where  the  Secretary 
would  have  some  discretion,  and  hence 
he  would  have  to  take  almost  all  of  his 
budget  cuts  here.  We  in  the  Congress 
would  have  told  him  that  we  consider 
all  education  programs  of  higher  prior¬ 
ity  than  all  health  programs,  and  that 
means  we  will  have  directed  that  his  cuts 
be  made  in  such  activities  as  food  and 
drug  control,  air  pollution,  mental  health 
centers,  regional  medical  programs.  Hill 
Burton  hospital  construction,  Indian 
health  facilities,  and  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health — covering  cancer,  heart, 
stroke,  and  neurological  diseases,  arthri¬ 
tis,  child  health  and  development,  and 
similar  research  activities.  I  have  al¬ 
ready  stated  that  I  share  the  feeling  of 
many  of  my  colleagues  that  education  is 
of  prime  importance  to  the  future  of  this 


Nation.  At  the  same  time,  I  find  It  a 
little  difficult  to  understand  that  every¬ 
thing  that  the  Government  does  in  edu¬ 
cation  is  more  important  than  every¬ 
thing  it  does  to  prevent  disease  and  to 
improve  the  health  of  our  people — and 
also  more  important  than  everything  it 
does  in  every  other  area  of  controllable 
spending.  I  believe  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  rejected,  and  I  hope  it 
Will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  sneld? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  On  the  point  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  raised,  in  trying  to  suggest  that 
if  we  adopt  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  we  are  going  to  have  to 
reduce  the  total  numbers  that  are  listed 
in  section  401(a),  the  $187.9  billion,  by 
a  relative  increase  in  any  additional 
amounts  that  are  spent  in  the  fields  of 
education - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  I  did 
not  say  that. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  point  I  am  inter¬ 
ested  in  is  that  under  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  it  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  if  there  are  any  kinds  of 
increases  in  the  fields  of  education,  the 
ceiling  of  $187.9  billion  will  increase; 
and  that,  therefore,  we  really  are  not 
comparing  education  to  health  in  terms 
of  the  total  moneys  that  will  be  ex¬ 
pended.  For  the  language  of  the  bill  says 
that  the  ceiling  shall  be  $187.9  billion, 
“provided  that  such  amount  be  increased 
or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount” 
by  which  there  are  increases  in  the  “un¬ 
controllable”  items,  of  which  education 
would  be  one,  under  the  amendment. 

What  is  only  being  done  is  perhaps 
demonstrating  additional  Interest  or 
concern  in  terms  of  education  by  placing 
it  in  the  proposed  legislation  as  an  ex¬ 
press  imcontrollable.  But,  certainly,  in 
terms  of  expenditures,  we  would  not  nec¬ 
essarily  be  reducing  any  funds  that 
would  be  used  in  health  or  in  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  or  any  of  the  other 
worthwhile  areas. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  say, 
respectfully,  that  the  Senator  has  missed 
the  point  of  my  argument,  which  is  this: 
If  this  bill  is  passed  with  the  expenditure 
reduction  of  $1.9  billion  Intact,  this 
means  that  either  Congress  or  the  Presi¬ 
dent  must  make  at  least  this  amount  of 
reduction.  If  Congress  makes  the  $1.9 
billion  reduction - 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am  get¬ 
ting  to  the  point. 

If  Congress  makes  that  reduction,  the 
President  does  not  have  to;  but  if  Con¬ 
gress  does  not  make  it,  the  President 
has  to.  So  if  the  President  has  to  do  this, 
he  may  have  to  allocate  a  certain  portion 
of  that  forced  reduction  to  HEW.  If  he 
does  that,  HEW  cannot  touch  welfare, 
because  most  welfare  items  are  open- 
ended  and  uncontrollable.  That  only 
leaves  education  and  health  HEW  can¬ 
not  touch  education  if  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas  is  adopted, 
because  we  will  have  said,  “That  is  an 
untouchable.  Don’t  put  your  finger  on 


one  red  penny.”  So,  then,  whatever  re¬ 
duction  ^location  is  given  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  make,  all  will  have  to  come  out  of 
health.  It  is  just  that  plain  and  that 
simple. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  But  the  point  remains 
that  even  if  we  include  in  this  bill  the 
Yarborough  amendment,  which  has  been 
brought  up  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island,  in  the  total  picture  of  increases 
and  cuts  the  President  may  want  to 
make  some  recommendations  or  cuts  In 
other  areas.  He  certainly  can  make  that 
kind  of  adjustment.  But  adding  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
to  the  bill  in  no  way  will  mean  that,  per 
se,  there  will  be  a  reduction  in  the  fields 
of  health. 

I  think  that  the  point  is  important, 
because  some  persons  may  have  errone¬ 
ously  gathered  from  what  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  mentioned  earlier 
that,  if  we  were  to  add  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas,  automati¬ 
cally  we  were  going  to  have  to  cut  back 
on  these  health  programs.  No  one  says 
that  the  same  amounts  must  be  cut  from 
the  whole  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  whether  or  not  the 
amendment  passes.  Any,  cutting  back 
which  may  have  been  planned  for  edu¬ 
cation  need  not  be  made  elsewhere  in 
HEW.  I  suppose  there  would  be  those — 
and  certainly  I  am  one — who  could  rea¬ 
sonably  assume  that  the  President  might 
find  other  areas  for  cutting  back,  such 
as  the  ABM  or  other  areas  depending  on 
the  kinds  of  priorities  he  might  choose. 
I  think  it  would  be  unfortimate  if  the 
Members  of  this  body  were  to  gather 
that  the  only  area  in  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  going  to  be  able  to  reduce  ex¬ 
penditures  was  in  the  field  of  health. 

This  is  something  which  is  unclear 
from  what  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  stated  earlier.  If  I  am  mistaken  in 
that  impression,  I  am  glad  to  have  it 
corrected. 

Ml’.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  is  correct  when  he  says 
that  by  virtue  alone  of  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas,  we  would  not  be  saymg,  per 
se,  that  cuts  have  to  be  made  in  health. 
He  is  preeminently  correct,  and  I  hope  I 
did  not  leave  that  impression. 

But  if  the  amendment  is  adopted,  and 
if  the  President  has  to  allocate  some  cuts 
to  HEW — ^he  might  not  have  to;  he  might 
take  them  all  out  of  Defense;  he  might 
take  them  all  out  of  Agriculture;  he 
might  take  them  all  out  of  public  works — 
but  if  he  distributes  this  cut  around  so 
that  everybody  takes  a  little  bite  of  it, 
then  some  of  it  would  go  to  HEW.  If  he 
does  that,  then  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  would,  in  effect,  say,  “Take  it  all 
out  of  health,  because  all  education  pro¬ 
grams  are  on  a  pedestal,  and  all  health 
programs  are  candidates  for  surgery.” 

Mr.  COOK.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOK.  In  our  discussion  the  other 
day,  when  we  talked  about  the  con¬ 
trollable  and  the  uncontrollable  aspects 
of  the  budget,  we  were  discussing  the  fact 
that  we  had  gotten  ourselves  into  a  posi¬ 
tion  where  we  were  almost  admitting 
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that  well  over  $115  billion  of  the  $187.9 
billion  was  almost  uncontrollable.  By  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment,  would  we 
not  just  be  increasing  the  amount  of 
funds  we  would  have  to  put  in  the  cate¬ 
gory  of  being  uncontrollable  by  the  body 
that  is  supposed  to  control  funds  of  'this 
nature? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  We  would, 
and  we  would  be  going  one  step  further. 
We  would  not  only  be  saying  that  an 
additional  area  is  exempt,  but  we  also 
would  be  saying,  for  the  first  time,  that 
a  controllable  area  is  exempt. 

The  other  items  that  we  have  exempted 
in  the  bill — I  think  100  percent  of  them — 
are  either  unpredictable  as  in  the  case  of 
Southeast  Asia  support;  or  mandatory 
and  fixed,  such  as  interest  on  the  national 
debt;  or  uncontrollable,  such  as  public 
assistance  grants  and  veterans’  pensions, 
compensation,  insurance,  and  so  forth. 
But  we  have  required  that  the  control- 
lables,  which  will  amoimt  to  $86.2  billion, 
are  all  available  for  whatever  cuts  the 
President  has  to  make,  with  the  exception 
of  one  controllable  item — the  Office  of 
Education. 

We  are  saying  that  one  controllable 
item  here — ^which  is  not  open  ended,  not 
fixed,  not  mandatory,  and  not  necessarily 
impi'edictable,  as  are  farm  price  supports 
in  the  face  of  unpredictable  weather,  un¬ 
predictable  markets,  and  so  forth — will 
be  moved  over  into  the  uncontrollable 
category.  It  wiU  be  a  fiction.  We  will  say, 
“It  is  controllable,  but  thou  shalt  not 
touch  it.’’ 

Mr.  COT’TON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  sympathize  with  much 
that  the  Senator  has  said.  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  has  served  for  a 
considerable  number  of  years  on  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Conunittee,  and  he  has  al¬ 
ways  seiwed  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

If  the  Senator  thinks  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  sacred  cow,  I  can  inform  him, 
from  personal  experience,  that  there  al¬ 
ready  have  been  sacred  cows;  and  if  this 
amendment  is  i-ejected,  those  sacred  cows 
will  be  frozen  in. 

For  example,  this  Senator  is  particu¬ 
larly  interested  in  the  title  HI  funds  of 
the  Defense  Education  Act — and,  inci¬ 
dentally,  so  are  the  superintendents  of 
schools  and  the  school  officials  in  every 
State  of  which  I  know. 

Mr.  President,  those  funds,  have  to 
be  matched.  The  school  authorities  are 
eager  to  get  those  funds  for  use  in  equip¬ 
ping  the  schools  in  their  respective  States 
and  they  eagerly  match  every  dollar  we 
give  them.  On  the  other  hand,  the  fimds 
under  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
School  Act  are  all  Federal  funds.  The 
States  and  the  local  commimities  do  not 
have  to  produce  a  nickel  for  them.  Those 
fimds  are  all  earmarked  so  that  they  go 
for  many  puiposes,  some  of  which  are 
highly  essential  and  some  of  which  are 
not  highly  essential. 

For  some  reason  or  other  the  Office  of 
Education  and,  during  the  last  few  years 
the  administration,  have  absolutely  re¬ 
fused  to  ask  for  any  money  under  title 
III  of  the  Defense  Eductaion  Act.  In¬ 


stead,  they  want  to  give  it  aU  to  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  School  Act. 

We  m  the  subcommittee  have  fought 
successfully  to  put  back  a  small  part  of 
what  we  used  to  fmmish  under  title  III  of 
the  Defense  Education  Act.  I  shall  not 
go  into  detail  but  it  is  a  highly  effective 
part  of  Federal  assistance  to  education. 
We  fought  it  through  last  year  and  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  getting  a  small  amount  put 
back.  The  sum  was  a  few  million  dollars. 
It  used  to  be  over  $100  million;  it  went 
down  to  $70  million;  then  it  became  less 
than  that,  until  they  cut  it  all  out.  They 
always  add  it  on  to  these  other  programs. 
We  were  able  to  get  a  few  million  dollars 
back,  but  every  dollar  we  put  in  we  took 
from  somewhere  else,  some  of  it  from 
the  elementary  and  secondary  school 
program,  and  some  of  it  from  other  pro¬ 
grams.  We  came  out  with  the  same  but 
it  was  the  will  of  the  subcommittee,  then 
it  was  approved  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  and  then  the  Senate,  and 
we  carried  it  through  conference;  and 
for  the  second  consecutive  year  we  were 
able  to  get  that  money. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  amendment  is 
not  adopted  we  in  the  Senate  will  have 
fixed  it  so  that  we  caimot  have  a  nickel 
.for  that  program.  We  cannot  have  the 
option  in  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  putting  some  money  in  that 
program  if  we  take  it  from  another  pro¬ 
gram.  These  moneys  are  not  untouch¬ 
able.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  which  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  is  now  chairman 
has  a  record  of  holding  down  these 
funds.  If  we  have  gone  wild  anywhere 
we  have  gone  wild  on  NIH  and  some  of 
those  veiT  worthy  projects.  ’The  money 
has  gone  there  to  a  great  extent.  If  this 
amendment  is  not  agreed  to  the  door  will 
be  closed  and  the  hands  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Conunittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  will  be  tied. 

Even  if  this  amendment  is  agreed  to, 
none  of  these  funds  are  untouchable  by 
the  committee  and  the  Senate.  There 
still  remains  a  check.  If  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken,  if  money  is  appropriated  and  it  is 
given  to  the  President,  no  power  on  earth 
can  make  him  spend  it  if  he  does  not 
want  to.  That  is  why  I  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  the  Senator  has  said  is  just  as 
applicable  to  public  works  projects.  We 
may  appropriate  monies  for  public  works 
projects  but  that  does  not  mean  they 
have  to  be  or  will  be  spent. 

’The  Senate  can  do  whatever  it  wishes 
to  do  in  this  matter.  I  do  not  have  any 
particular  feeling  one  way  or  the  other. 
I  am  here  today  trying  to  manage  the 
bill.  I  support  the  committee  position  and 
in  this  instance  I  think  the  committee 
is  right. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  read  what  Mr. 
Mayo  had  to  say  during  the  hearings: 

Mr.  Mayo.  The  reason  we  have  mentioned, 
specifically  including  amounts  made  avail¬ 
able  to  carry  out  programs  imder  the  Ele¬ 
mentary  and  Secondary  Education  Amend¬ 
ments,  Is  that  that  Is  the  only  law,  to  my 
understanding,  where,  In  substantive  lan¬ 
guage,  it  says  that  the  President,  in  effect, 
can’t  touch  the  education  funds;  that  they 
are  exempt  from  the  ceiling  by  virtue  of 
substantative  language. 
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You  could  have  erosion  of  the  whole  cell¬ 
ing  idea  if  bill  after  bill  has  substantive 
language  that  says,  “Well,  this  takes  prece¬ 
dence  over  any  expenditures'.’’ 

*  •  • 

But  the  whole  Office  of  Education  is  a 
$3.7  billion  exemption  which  isn’t  something 
we  can  sneeze  at. 

•  » ■  • 

I  just  wanted  to  make  clear  to  all  of  you 
what  we  are  trying  to  do.  and  I  felt  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  mention  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  amendments  just  because  it  is  the 
only  exception  that  I  am  aware  of  that,  in 
effect,  has  tied  the  hands  completely  of  the 
President  in  terms  of  areas  that  he  can  touch 
or  can’t  touch  in  the  so-called  controllable 
area. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  received  tele¬ 
grams  today.  I  am  sure  the  same  tele¬ 
grams  have  gone  to  other  offices.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  speak;  in  derogation  of 
the  people  back  in  the  States  who  sent 
the  telegrams.  If  I  were  a  State  superin¬ 
tendent  of  schools  I  would  be  contacting 
my  Senators  also,  and  if  I  were  a  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  a  State  I  would  be  contacting 
my  Senators.  I  do  not  know  how  much 
good  it  would  do  in  most  instances  but 
I  might  contact  them.  ’The  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  has  been  busy  overnight.  But  if 
the  health  people  back  home  know  what 
the  Senator’s  amendment  might  do  to 
health  programs — not  directly  of  course 
but  in  effect — ^we  would  get  calls  and 
telegrams  from  the  departments  of 
health  back  in  the  States  and  I  am  not 
sure  the  Governors  would  be  choosing 
sides  as  between  education  on  the  one 
hand,  and  health  on  the  other. 

I  recognize  and  appreciate  the  appeal 
which  the  amendment  has.  It  holds  the 
same  appeal  for  me.  I  think  I  have  yet 
to  vote  for  the  cut  of  a  single  penny  in 
the  Office  of  Education.  However,  I  am 
simply  trying  to  support  a  position  here 
which  I  think  brings  the  equities  up  to 
where  on  one  side  they  equal  the  equi¬ 
ties  on  the  other  side,  and  gives  the 
President  an  opportunity  to  establish 
priorities  and  say  what  should  be  cut 
and  what  should  not  be  cut. 

Mr.  President,  that  completes  my 
presentation  and  I  am  ready  to  vote. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  highest  respect  for  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Vuginia.  I  think 
there  is  no  other  Member  of  the  Senate 
who  is  more  diligent,  dedicated,  compe¬ 
tent,  or  who  works  harder  at  the  job  of 
being  a  Senator  than  my  distinguished 
friend  from  West  Virginia.  I  regret, 
therefore,  that  I  cannot  go  along  with 
his  tliinking  in  this  respect.  I  do  associ¬ 
ate  myself  very  definitely  with  the  re¬ 
marks  just  made  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
(Mr.  Cotton)  ,  who  is  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  in  Octo¬ 
ber  of  last  year,  during  consideration  of 
the  vocational  education  amendments, 
the  Senate  approved  an  exemption  of  aU 
education  programs  from  the  strictures 
of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Act. 

'This  exemption  was  based  upon  the 
sound  principle  that  education  programs 
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are  among  our  Nation’s  highest  priori¬ 
ties.  I  supported  this  mandate  of  priori¬ 
ties  during  consideration  of  tiie  voca¬ 
tional  education  amendments.  I  now 
support  continuation  of  the  exemption  of 
educational  programs  from  any  ceiling 
on  Federal  expenditures. 

This  year  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  considered,  but  fortunately 
did  not  accept,  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
suggestions  to  repeal  Ofl&ce  of  Education 
expenditures  from  budgetary  ceilings. 
The  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
incoi-porated  these  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
suggestions  with  regard  to  all  OfBce  of 
Education  programs,  except  the  impact 
aid  for  federally  affected  areas. 

I  cannot  see  the  logic  of  exempting 
one  Office  of  Education  progi'am  while 
leaving  other  OE  programs  imder  fund¬ 
ing  restraints.  Neither  can  I  see  the  logic 
of  having  the  Senate  adopt  language 
which  may  lead  to  budgetary  savings  at 
the  exi>ense  of  OE  programs.  The  future 
of  our  Nation’s  children  is  at  stake. 

In  the  absence  of  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas,  the  present  language  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  H.R.  11400  could  destroy 
the  utility  of  appropriations  for  educa¬ 
tional  progi’ams  which  exceed  the  cur¬ 
rent  budget  estimates  now  before  Con¬ 
gress.  These  requests  have  already  come 
imder  scrutiny  as  being  inadequate,  and 
in  view  of  this,  I  do  not  believe  that  lan¬ 
guage  which  allows  further  curts  would 
be  in  our  Nation’s  interests. 

While  I  am  generally  sympathetic  to 
the  objectives  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act,  I  think  its  appli¬ 
cation  to  educational  programs  would  be 
penny  wise  and  pound  foolish. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hughes  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  5deld. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  be  brief.  I  have  been  given  the 
opportunity  to  serve  on  the  Educational 
Subcommittee  ever  since  I  became  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  and  I  have  enjoyed  it.  I 
think  that  the  programs  have  been  good. 
I  think  that  we  have  worked  them  out 
carefully.  We  need  some  changes  in 
them,  and  we  are  working  on  them  now. 

Personally,  I  believe  that  education  is 
one  of  the  great  national  priorities  in  this 
country;  but  I  am  concerned  with  this 
amendment  and  I  would  like  either  the 
Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  or  the  pro¬ 
ponent  of  the  amendment,  perhaps,  to 
answer  some  questions. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  On  which 
side  is  the  Senator?  Does  he  know  yet? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  do  not  know  yet. 
That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  find  out. 
That  is  why  I  said  either  one. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Let  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  answer.  I 
have  said  enough. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  If  the  President  is 
to  make  cuts,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  he  can  point  to  HEW  and  make 
cuts  out  of  the  HEW  program,  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  It  is  also  my  imderstanding  that 


he  would  probably  be  able  to  make  cuts 
in  the  higher  education  program.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  not  correct.  AU  of 
the  activities  under  the  Gammlssioner  of 
Education  are  Included  in  the  present 
exemption.  But,  so  far  as  going  down  and 
making  cuts  in  the  health  programs,  the 
President  is  not  directed  to  HEW,  he 
need  not  make  any  cuts  in  HEW  pro¬ 
grams,  but  could  turn  to  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment,  the  Etepartment  of  Transpor¬ 
tation,  or  in  the  Commerce  Depart¬ 
ment — wherever  he  wants. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  understand  that, 
but  I  understood  from  the  wording  of  the 
amendment  that  the  Senator  was  ex¬ 
empting  only  the  ESEA  program.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  not  correct.  It  con¬ 
tinues  the  exemption  on  all  programs 
under  the  Commissioner  of  Education. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  So  that  every  pro¬ 
gram,  whether  higher  education  or  lower 
education,  is  included  as  an  exemption 
in  the  budgetary  limitation. 

Mr.  PELL.  All  educational  programs 
under  the  Commissioner.  There  are  some 
educational  programs  in  Defense  and 
some  of  so-called  educational  programs 
imder  Labor. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Yes;  but  I  meant  the 
ones  under  the  Office  of  Education. 

Mr.  PELL.  Right. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Then,  if  all  those 
educational  programs  are  included,  is 
there  any  other  area  which  the  Senator 
can  think  of,  other  than  Health,  on  which 
I  serve  as  ranking  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  where  they  could  make  cuts 
in  HEW  if  it  seemed  advisable  to  them? 

Mr.  PELL.  Very  small  areas,  such  as 
the  Office  of  the  SecretaiT,  but  it  will 
still  remain  the  President’s  prerogative 
to  decide,  as  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  pointed  out,  where  in  the  whole 
budget  the  cuts  will  be  made,  and  the 
decision  will  be  made,  whether  to  take 
the  “pound  of  flesh”  out  of  Health,  or 
out  of  one  of  the  other  Government 
agencies. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  The  thing  that  con¬ 
cerns  me,  and  still  does  concern  me, 
I  might  say,  which  is  why  I  wanted  more 
time  to  be  able  to  ask  some  of  these 
questions,  is  a  situation  in  which  the 
Executive  is  asked  to  make  an  x  number 
of  dollars  cut,  whatever  it  may  be;  and 
then  the  inclination,  by  and  large,  which 
I  believe  was  followed  by  our  previous 
President  when  this  kind  of  restriction 
was  put  on,  is  to  make  cuts  in  all  the 
agencies  and  thereby  try  to  make  the 
impact  minimal  on  each  one  of  them. 
That  would  be  the  normal  thing,  and 
one  that  I  think  is  most  essential  be  done. 
Where  the  President  has  a  number  of 
agencies  which  thinks  are  important,  and 
we  except  this  agency  from  cuts,  then 
we  have,  as  someone  put  it  earlier,  a 
“sacred  cow”  which  is  not  subject  to  this 
kind  of  action.  Cuts  can  only  be  made 
in  the  health  fleld,  which  is  a  political 
problem  for  anyone,  and  this  is  going  to 
be  very  difficult  for  him  to  carry  out. 

Thus,  what  we  are,  in  effect,  doing  is 
to  exempt  HEW  totally  from  the  areas 
within  which  the  President  might 
properly  ask,  under  the  law  that  we  pass. 
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for  an  allocation  of  the  funds  which  need 
to  be  reduced.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PELL.  That  would  be  a  matter  of 
choice,  the  President  might  well  decide 
to  make  a  cut  in  NIH,  or  he  might  And 
other  offices  in  which  to  offset  a  cut. 

Referring  to  the  Senator’s  point  about 
a  “sacred  cow,”  there  are  other  "sacred 
cows”  already  exempted,  including  our 
own  legislative  branch. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  That  is  correct,  in 
the  impacted  area  A  funds.  I  am  sure  that 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  under 
whom  I  serve,  and  with  great  pleasure,  as 
he  is  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
recognizes  the  problem  with  impacted 
area  A  funds,  but  I  feel  somethir^  has 
to  be  done  about  the  proposal  on  cutting 
out  the  class  B  allocation  of  funds.  In  my 
particular  State,  and  I  am  sure  in  many 
others,  it  will  totally  ruin  our  lower  edu¬ 
cational  system  and  we  have  got  to  do 
something  about  it.  So  that  exemption, 
I  think,  is  perfectly  legitimate.  The  ai'ea 
B  funds  are  an  area  in  which  there  are 
no  funds  proposed,  and  which  we  must 
do  something. 

It  also  strikes  me  that  the  funding  in 
other  areas  in  the  educational  field  is 
probably  not  adequate. 

It  is  not  adequate,  in  my  opinion,  be¬ 
cause  I  feel  that  education  is  a  priority 
item.  But  I  would  hesitate  to  say,  when 
we  are  looking  at  a  child’s  upbringing,  we 
are  «oing  to  take  education  first  and  not 
include  in  it  some  of  the  other  things, 
such  as  the  health  program  that  he  is 
talking  about,  and  a  variety  of  other 
cultural  programs  which  we  have  been 
trying  to  form  to  encompass  the  whole 
man  concept.  That  is  what  bothers  me. 
We  seem  to  have  put  the  people  in  such  a 
terrible  bind  in  this  question.  Frankly, 
I  am  no  further  along  in  my  thinking  on 
how  to  handle  this  problem  than  I 
was  earlier. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Byrd)  pinpointed  magnificently  the  very 
problem  I  am  talking  about.  It  is  really  a 
tough  problem  to  try  to  solve. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  appreciate  the  problem 
with  which  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
finds  himself  confronted.  While  I  am 
no  great  admirer  of  Ralph  Waldo  Emer¬ 
son,  who  said: 

A  foolish,  consistency  is  the  hobgloblin  of 
little  minds. 

If  the  Senator  has  not  been  able  to 
make  up  his  mind,  I  would  hope  that  he 
would  vote  the  same  way  he  did  last 
October. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  is  still  in  doubt,  I  suggest  that 
the  safest  thing  to  do  would  be  to  stay 
with  the  committee. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  There  are  opposing 
recommendations  from  both  sides,  which 
is  what  I  expected. 

Let  me  ask  one  more  question;  then  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  the  floor.  Do  I 
correctly  understand  the  committee  bill 
as  it  is  written  to  mean  that  if  Congress 
takes  the  necessary  action  Itself  to  re¬ 
duce  appropriations  to  the  level  pro¬ 
posed,  the  President  then  would  not  have 
to  do  anything? 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Fundamentally,  that 
is  the  congressional  authority  that  we 
are  supposed  to  exercise.  Is  that  not  also 
correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Then  what  we  are 
asking  ourselves  is,  “Can  Congress  exer¬ 
cise  enough  responsibility  to  be  able  to 
take  this  action?”  If  we  can,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  does  not  have  to  become  involved  in 
this  problem. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  personally  feel  that 
more  fimding  is  needed  than  is  sug¬ 
gested  for  health;  that  more  funding  is 
needed  than  is  suggested  for  education, 
certainly  in  impacted  areas ;  and  probably 
in  a  number  of  other  areas  that  I  could 
point  out. 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services  is 
in  the  process  of  marking  up  the  mili¬ 
tary  authorization  bill.  It  is  one  of  the 
most  difficult  things  I  have  been  through 
in  a  long  time.  I  do  not  think  we  have 
reached  any  decisions,  but  we  are  surely 
examining  the  bill  very  carefully.  Ob¬ 
viously,  efforts  will  be  made  both  in  com¬ 
mittee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
make  changes  in  the  proposed  authori¬ 
zations. 

If  we  defeat  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  will  be  say¬ 
ing  that  Congress  is  imwilling  to  dis¬ 
cipline  itself  in  order  to  get  down  to  the 
figure  that  we  think  we  ought  to  have. 
I  would  ask  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  if  that  is  not  a  valid  statement. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes,  if  the 
Senator  refers  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  that  point  can  be  made 
also  of  the  whole  enforced  reduction. 
We  are  saying  that  if  Congress  does  not 
have  the  necessary  willpower  or  courage 
or  foresight,  or  whatever  might  be  re¬ 
quired,  to  make  at  least  a  $1.9  billion 
reduction  in  controllable  items,  the  buck 
is  then  passed  to  the  President. 

We  are  saying  that  about  the  whole 
bill,  but  we  do  have  a  responsibility,  and 
we  will  have  an  opportunity  to  make  this 
reduction  ourselves. 

Last  year — I  refer  to  fiscal  year  1968 — 
Congress  reduced  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $5,567  million.  However,  that 
amounted  to  only  a  $1,907  million  cut  in 
expenditures. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  xmderstand  that. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  But  in 
fiscal  year  1969  Congress  cut  appropria¬ 
tions  in  the  amount  of  $13,188  million. 
This  amounted  only  to  $3,803  million  in 
expenditure  cuts. 

So  if  Congress  were  to  make  reductions 
in  fiscal  1970,  which  I  think  it  will  over¬ 
all — I  think  the  public  is  demanding  ex¬ 
penditure  cuts — and  if  we  are  to  judge 
by  the  experience  of  the  past  2  years, 
certainly  Congress  will  be  making  cuts 
that  are  commensurate  with,  or  even  in 
excess  of,  the  reduction  required  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  In  terms  of  figures, 
can  the  Senator  tell  me  how  much  the 
appropriations  would  have  to  be  cut  in 
order  to  get  down  to  the  expenditure 
level  as  proposed  in  the  bill? 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
think  any  definite  figure  could  be  set, 
but  I  will  again  cite  the  action  of  the 
Congress  in  fiscal  1968  as  an  example  al¬ 
most  on  target.  It  cuts  $5,567  million 
from  appropriations.  That  resulted  in 
an  expenditure  cut  of  $1,967  million — 
exactly  what  we  are  seeking  here,  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  seven  million. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  So  what 
I  am  saying  is  that  Congress  or  the 
President  will  have  to  make  about  three 
times  as  much  reductions  in  appro¬ 
priations  as  would  be  the  resultant  im¬ 
pact  on  expenditures. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virglna.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  will  be  glad  to 
advise  the  Senate  on  this  matter.  I  at¬ 
tended  the  meetings.  I  did  not  vote  for 
the  language  we  have  in  this  respect,  but 
I  voted  to  have  the  bill  reported  finally. 
I  know  there  must  be  some  good  reason 
for  this,  but  the  Senator  suggested  the 
figure  of  $1.9  billion.  How  did  he  arrive 
at  $1.9  billion?  If  we  are  going  to  take 
$1.9  billion  out  of  expenditures,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  must  have  gone  somewhere  and 
taken  some  here  and  some  there  and 
some  from  some  other  place  in  order  to 
reach  that  figure.  I  think  that  is  why  we 
are  groping  around  here.  Some  of  us 
would  like  to  see  some  items  cut.  Others 
do  not  want  to  see  cuts  made  in  other 
items.  I  think  it  would  clear  up  matters  a 
great  deal  if  the  Senator  told  us  what 
items  were  deleted  to  make  the  $1.9 
billion;  what  part  came  from  education, 
what  part  from  health,  what  part  from 
public  works,  what  part  from  any  other 
items,  to  arrive  at  that  figure.  I  could 
have  asked  the  Senator  at  the  meeting, 
but  I  did  not  get  a  chance  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  might 
answer  that  by  simply  saying,  “Read 
the  Congressional  Record  of  what  was 
stated  on  the  floor  yesterday  and  the  day 
before.”  Senators  who  were  present  in 
this  Chamber  yesterday  and  the  day  be¬ 
fore  know  the  answer  as  well  as  I  can 
explain  it.  I  am  not  infallible,  but  I  have 
done  my  best  to  explain  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Can  the  Senator 
quote  the  Record? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes;  the 
Senator  can  quote  ad  infinitum,  but  all 
one  has  to  do  is  read  the  Record.  I  do 
not  say  that  disrespectfully. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  know. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  But  any¬ 
one  who  reads  the  Congressional 
Record  will  have  the  answer;  but  I  will 
state  it  again. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  been  hold¬ 
ing  hearings,  myself,  on  appropriations 
for  the  last  4  or  5  days.  We  have  not 
had  much  chance  to  be  on  the  floor  our¬ 
selves.  We  have  been  dealing  with  an¬ 
other  “small”  bill  called  defense  appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  What 
the  Senator  says  is  true.  All  Senators 
cannot  be  on  the  floor  at  all  times.  I 
realize  that,  and  I  am  sorry  that  I  spoke 
as  I  did  to  the  Senator. 

Let  me  see  if  I  can  explain  it  in  this 
way  again.  Last  year  the  President’s 
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budget  estimate  was  in  the  amoimt  of 
$186.1  billion.  Congress  enacted  legisla¬ 
tion  to  force  a  $6  billion  reduction,  bring¬ 
ing  the  ceiling  down  to  $180.1  bil¬ 
lion.  There  was  to  be  a  $6  billion  reduc¬ 
tion  in  expenditures.  Some  items  were 
exempted  at  the  time,  and  other  items 
were  exempted  later. 

This  year  the  committee  sought  to 
bring  about  what  would  amount  again 
to  a  reduction  of  about  $6  million  in 
controllable  items. 

Mr.  Nixon  made  a  $4  biUion  reduction 
in  the  Johnson  budget,  and  that  was 
pretty  difficult  to  do.  The  Nixon  budget 
is  $192,9  billion.  The  Johnson  budget 
was  $196.9  billion.  So  the  President 
squeezed  whatever  water  he  could  out 
of  the  budget,  and  squeezed  it  $4  bil¬ 
lion  worth.  That  left  $2  billion  that  we 
sought  to  get  at  here  to  make  a  reduc¬ 
tion  total  of  $6  billion. 

I  perhaps  should  have  prefaced  all  this 
by  confronting  the  Senate  with  what  it 
would  have  if  we  took  the  House  pro¬ 
posal.  If  we  were  to  take  the  House  pro¬ 
posal,  we  would  set  the  ceiling  at  $192.9 
billion.  That  represents  the  President’s 
budget  estimate.  We  would  take  that  as 
the  ceiling,  and  we  would  say,  “That  is 
it.  There  are  no  programs  exempt.  Sup¬ 
port  for  Southeast  Asia  is  not  exempt. 
Social  security  is  not  exempt.  Railroad 
retirement  is  not  exempt.  Civil  service 
retirement  is  not  exempt.  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  retirement  is  not  exempt.  Veterans 
pensions  are  not  exempt.  Interest  on  the 
national  debt  is  not  exempt.  Farm  price 
supports  are  not  exempt.  Postal  opera¬ 
tions  are  not  exempt.  Mandatory  civilian 
and  military  pay  increases  are  not  ex¬ 
empt.  Nothing  is  exempt.  We  have  a 
$192.9  billion  ceiling,  and  that  is  it.  If 
Southeast  Asia  costs  go  up,  make  cuts 
elsewhere.  If  Treasury  bill  rates  go  up 
after  Christmas,  causing  interest  on  the 
debt  to  rise,  Mr.  President,  you  have  the 
last  6  months  in  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
to  make  an  offsetting  reduction  some¬ 
where  else.  You  may  have  to  cut  off 
twice  as  many  people  in  the  last  half  of 
the  fiscal  year  to  reach  an  average  for 
the  whole  year  but  the  ceiling  is  rigid. 
You  can  make  up  your  own  mind.  You 
can  take  it  out  of  education.  You  can 
take  it  out  of  health.  You  can  take  it  out 
of  poverty.  You  can  take  it  out  of  the 
manpower  training  programs.  You  can 
take  it  out  of  farm  price  supports.  You 
can  take  it  from  anywhere  you  want  to, 
but  the  total  of  Federal  expenditures, 
controllable  and  uncontrollable,  must 
stay  within  the  $192.9  billion.” 

That  would  be  imworkable,  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Why?  Why  not  let 
him  make  the  decision? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Very  well. 
Support  for  Southeast  Asia  was  esti¬ 
mated,  as  of  May  20,  to  be  $25.2  bil¬ 
lion  next  year.  This  may  be  a  controllable 
item,  but  it  is  certainly  unpredictable. 
Let  us  say  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia 
heats  up,  or  next  March,  let  us  say.  Pres¬ 
ident  Nixon  comes  to  us  and  says,  “Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  we  have  to  make  ad¬ 
ditional  expenditures,  which  would  be 
$2  billion  above  the  $25.2  billion,  for 
1970  in  Southeast  Asia.”  Well,  we  would 
give  it  to  him,  but  he  would  be  faced 
with  the  $192.9  billion  ceiling.  He  would 
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have  to  cut  out  $2  billion  in  expenditures 
from  other  programs  to  stay  within  the 
$192.9  billion  ceiling.  The  only  way  that 
ceiling  could  be  raised,  imder  the  House 
bill,  would  be  through  Congressional  ac¬ 
tion  or  inaction,  and  if  Congress  appro¬ 
priated  the  additional  moneys  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  President’s  request,  this 
would  not  constitute  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  context  of  the  House  lan¬ 
guage.  If  the  Congress  appropriated  an 
amoimt  in  excess  of  or  less  than  the 
amount  requested  by  the  President,  this 
would  then  constitute  action  by  Con¬ 
gress  to  the  degree  that  it  varied  from 
the  President’s  request. 

So,  as  I  say,  the  President  would  have 
to  make  offsetting  reductions  elsewhere 
to  stay  within  the  House  ceiling. 

That  would  put  him  in  a  terrible  strait- 
jacket.  I  can  then  hear  the  telephones 
ringing:  “Mr.  President,  don’t  cut  my 
public  works  program.  Mr.  President, 
don’t  cut  my  poverty  program.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  don’t  cut  my  farm  price  support. 
Mr.  President,  don’t  cut  the  education 
program;  take  it  from  somewhere  else, 
but  not  here.” 

The  Senate  committee  was  confronted 
with  this  problem,  so  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  has  sought  to  come  up  with  an 
alternative;  and  in  that  alternative,  we 
have  tried  to  bring  about  roughly  a  $2 
billion  cut  in  expenditures  which,  when 
added  to  the  $4  billion  cut  made  by  the 
President  already,  would  make  about  the 
same  size  cut  made  last  year. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  Senator  in 
this  body  who  would  venture  to  wager 
that  if  the  Appropriations  Committee  had 
not  worked  out  some  proposal  providing 
for  some  kind  of  expenditure  reduction 
some  Senator  on  the  floor  would  not  have 
had  us  do  it  right  here.  We  felt  it  was 
better,  therefore,  to  work  out  a  proposal 
in  the  committee  than  to  try  to  hammer 
it  out  on  this  floor.  So  this  was  the  best 
we  could  do. 

This,  I  hope,  explains  the  $2  billion 
target. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  I  may 
just  finish  one  statement. 

The  exact  figure  of  $1.9  billion  comes 
from  reducing  the  President’s  budget  of 
$192.9  billion  by  $5  billion,  to  $187.9  bil¬ 
lion,  which  would  be  a  ceiling,  and  then 
by  adding  to  that  ceiling  the  estimate 
of  the  amount  by  which  the  expenditures 
in  1970  for  uncontrollable  items  would 
exceed  the  amount  spent  in  fiscal  year 
1969  for  uncontrollable  items,  and  the 
very  best,  latest,  and  most  up-to-date 
estimate  we  could  get  from  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  is  $3.1  billion,  as  being  the 
amount  by  which  the  uncontrollables 
next  year  will  exceed  the  uncontrolla¬ 
bles  this  year. 

So  we  exempt  that  $3.1  billion,  which 
in  effect  raises  the  $187.9  to  $191  billion. 
That  would  be  the  new  ceiling ;  and  then 
the  $191  billion,  substracted  from  the 
President’s  revised  budget  estimate  of 
$192.9  billion,  leaves  $1.9  billion.  That  is 
how  the  figure  was  arrived  at. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  As  I  miderstand  the 
Senator,  then,  he  takes  as  his  base  fig¬ 
ure  that  which  we  did  last  year.  Is  that 
cori’ect? 

Mr.  B’YRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  see 
nothing  wrong  with  that. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Assiuning  that 
Congress  is  going  to  do  with  the  appro¬ 
priations  that  which  we  did  last  year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Namely,  $6  billion 
under  the  budget. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  will  tell 
you  why  we  did  that. 

Ml-.  MAGNUSON.  But  the  Nixon 
budget  is  considerably  less  than  last 
year’s  budget;  so  to  arrive  at  the  $6 
billion,  you  would  have  to  cut  expendi¬ 
tures  still  further,  would  you  not? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  will  tell 
you  why  we  did  that.  We  thought  the 
President  had  reduced  the  budget  as 
much  as  he  could,  getting  $4  billion. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes;  that  is  what  I 
think. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  will 
tell  you  whey  we  took  $6  billion:  Not 
only  because  that  is  what  Congress  en¬ 
acted  last  year  as  a  forced  reduction,  but 
also  because  it  has  worked  out  in  prac¬ 
tice  just  about  that  way.  Congress  and 
the  President  together  actually  made 
about  a  $6.7  billion  reduction  in  expend¬ 
itures  in  fiscal  year  1969 ;  but  the  increase 
in  uncontrollables  has  reached  $6.2  bil¬ 
lion,  which,  except  for  the  difference  of 
$.5  billion,  washed  out  the  expenditure. 
So  the  one  just  about  balances  the  other. 

We  take  the  same  figure,  $6  billion, 
and  have  an  alternative  to  what  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  proposed 
which  we  think  is  uncertain,  indefinite, 
and  unworkable. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  discuss  with  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  authorizations  and  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Office  of  Education. 

As  I  understand  it,  since  1967,  going 
through  1968,  1969  and  then  fiscal  year 
1970,  in  President  Johnson’s  budget  and 
now  in  the  present  administration’s 
budget,  we  have  had  rather  dramatic 
and  significant  reductions  in  education 
appropriations  relative  to  authorizations. 
First  of  all,  the  absolute  amount  of  funds 
appropriated  or  requested  has  recently 
been  dropping.  Second,  with  regard  to 
those  funds  authorized,  we  have  seen  a 
very  dramatic  reduction  in  the  percent¬ 
age  of  funds  which  have  actually  been 
appropriated  of  those  that  were  author¬ 
ized. 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  my  understanding 
of  the  sad  history  of  education  author¬ 
izations  appropriations  and  budget  re¬ 
quests. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  read  some  figures,  in  each 
case  referring  to  fiscal  years.  In  1967, 
there  was  authorized  $4,638,921,402,  and 
appropriated  $3,676,595,967.  Percentage¬ 
wise,  that  means  that  in  1967,  84  percent 
of  the  funds  that  were  authorized  for 
Office  of  Education  programs  were  actu¬ 
ally  appropriated. 

In  1968,  approximately  $6.4  billion  was 
authorized,  and  approximately  $4.1  bil¬ 
lion  was  actually  appropriated,  giving  us 
63  percent  of  the  authorized  funds 
actually  appropriated. 

In  1969,  there  was  $7.4  billion  author¬ 
ized,  and  only  $3.6  billion  actually  appro¬ 
priated,  making  49  percent  of  the 
authorization  that  was  appropriated. 

In  1970,  $8.8  billion  is  authorized,  and 


$3.5  billion,  or  40  percent,  was  recom¬ 
mended  in  President  Johnson’s  budget. 

In  1970  under  the  Nixon  budget,  we 
still  have  the  same  authorization,  which 
is  $8.8  billion,  but  we  have  only  $3.2  bil¬ 
lion  requested,  which  is  only  36  percent 
of  the  fimds  that  was  authorized  for  the 
Department  of  Education. 

This  is  extremely  serious  and  genuine 
cause  for  alarm,  when  we  see  such  sharp 
cutbacks  in  percentage  of  authorizations 
actually  appropriated  or  requested — and 
in  absolute  appropriations  in  an  area  as 
critical  as  education.  When  we  talk 
about  including  the  Yarborough  amend¬ 
ment  in  this  bill,  what  we  are  really  say¬ 
ing  is  that  a  cut  back  to  36  percent  of 
authorizations  is  certainly  too  much,  and 
that  above  all,  we  do  not  want  the  figure 
reduced  any  further. 

As  to  the  question  of  whether  this  is 
an  unreasonable  kind  of  position  to  take, 
given  the  history  of  this  provision, 
which  shows  that  the  Office  of  Education 
was  permanently  exempted  last  year  and 
that  the  House  retained  the  exemption 
and  did  not  knock  it  out  in  this  bill,  I 
think  that  this  really  dramatizes  the 
significance  and  the  importance  of  the 
Yarborough  amendment  in  terms  of 
priorities  and  in  terms  of  the  priority  we 
place  on  education. 

Mr.  PELL.  That  would  appear  to  me  to 
be  absolutely  correct. 

In  addition  to  that,  if  there  was  ever 
an  item  that  should  be  all  growing,  it 
is  education,  where  the  demand,  the 
number,  and  the  needs  are  moving  up¬ 
ward  with  far  more  unpredictability  than 
I  would  hope  would  farm  support 
prices,  interest  on  the  national  debt,  and 
other  so-called  imcontrollable  items. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PELL.  Certainly. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  In  support  of  the 
position  taken  by  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  we  have  been  hearing  this  af¬ 
ternoon  the  cost  of  the  Vietnam  war  and 
of  course  want  to  support  our  men.  But 
it  is  my  understanding  that  cost  is  less 
than  one-third  of  the  total  military  bud¬ 
get;  and  we  all  know,  based  on  superb 
work  done  by  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  in  the  Joint  Economic  Committee, 
that  there  is  heavy  waste  in  the  militaiy 
budget. 

A  figure  had  been  given  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  budget  for  ammimition  alone  in 
Vietnam — and  I  certainly  want  to  see  as 
much  ammimition  as  is  necessary  out 
there — was  more  than  double  the  total 
amount  of  Federal  money,  primary  and 
secondary,  requested  for  aid  to 
education. 

When  I  called  attenion  to  this  matter, 
the  answer  was,  “Yes,  but  we  have  heav¬ 
ily  cut  the  money  for  ammunition,  pri¬ 
marily  because  of  the  reduction  in  B-52 
raids.” 

So  I  looked  into  that,  and  found  it  cor¬ 
rect;  but  after  that  reduction,  the  re¬ 
maining  amount  appropriated  was  still 
more  than  double  the  total  requested  for 
primary  and  secondary  education. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  I  am  one  who 
for  many  years,  on  this  floor,  has  been 
advocating  a  reduction  in  expenditures. 
But  I  believe  a  reduction  in  expenditures 
for  further  education  of  American  youth 
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at  this  time  would  be  just  as  inadvisable 
as  a  reduction  in  military  expenditures, 
where  now  it  is  so  clear  we  have  much 
waste,  would  be  advisable. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  concur 
with  the  Senator  from  Missouri  and 
point  out  that  the  amendment  merely 
continues  the  present  practice  of  ex¬ 
empting  education. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this  time 
to  add  to  the  list  of  names  of  36  Sena¬ 
tors  already  cosponsoring  the  amend¬ 
ment  the  names  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribicoff)  ,  the 
junior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
(Mr.  McIntyre)  ,  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Jackson)  . 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  tabulation 
of  expenditures — not  authorizations,  not 
appropriations,  but  expenditures — by 
the  Office  of  Education  covering  the 
years  1965  through  1970. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  tabulation  cov¬ 
ering  expenditm'es  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
health  programs  in  those  same  years. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 


,  1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

19701 

Controllables: 

Elementary  and  secondary: 

BA.. _ _ _ _ 

.  97 

1,308 

1,457 

1,668 

1,477 

1,415 

Outlays . . . .  .. 

_  68 

937 

1,365 

1,479 

1,370 

1,402 

Higher  education;  s 

BA . . . 

_  653 

1,124 

1,541 

1,260 

812 

796 

Outlays . . 

.  162 

373 

777 

1,058 

1,057 

1,083 

Vocational  education: 

BA... . . . . 

_  166 

253 

278 

263 

248 

279 

Outlays _ 

.  124 

132 

244 

259 

242 

255 

All  other  programs: 

BA _ _ 

_  192 

209 

283 

378 

577 

518 

Outlays . . 

.  128 

113 

230 

309 

386 

597 

Subtotal,  controllables: 

BA . . . . . 

_  1,108 

2. 894 

3, 559 

3,569 

3,114 

3.008 

Outlays _ _ 

. .  482 

1,555 

2,616 

3,105 

3,055 

1  3, 337 

Uncontrollables: 

Impacted  areas: 

BA . . - . 

_  390 

438 

469 

530 

521 

202 

Outlays . . 

_  350 

410 

447 

506 

406 

400 

Vocational  education,  permanent: 

BA . . . . 

.  7 

7 

7  - 

7 

7 

7 

Outlays.  . . . 

. .  7 

4 

6 

6 

7 

7 

Land  grant  colleges,  permanent: 

BA. . . . 

_  3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Outlays . . 

_  3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Subtotal,  uncontrollables: 

BA.... . . . . 

_  400 

448 

4'79 

540 

531 

212 

Outlays . . . 

360 

417 

456 

515 

416 

410 

Grant  total: 

BA.. . 

.  1,508 

3, 342 

4, 038 

4,109 

3,645 

3,220 

Outlays. . . 

.  842 

1,972 

3, 072 

3,620 

3, 471 

13, 747 

•  Nixon  budget  proposals. 

:  Including  construction  loans  and  grants. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE— HEALTH  PROGRAMS  1965-70 


In  millions  of  dollars;  omits  medicare,  medicaid,  etc.,  which  are  uncontrollable] 


1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

19701 

Hpflith  mannower  ^medical  schools  and  health _  _  _  _ _ _  ___  _ 

professions  student): 

BA . . . . . . 

(1) 

119 

196 

164 

172 

218 

Outlays . . . . . 

(2) 

25 

62 

72 

109 

161 

NIH  and  NIMH  (including  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital)  (cancer, 
heart,  arthritis,  and  other  diseases): 

BA . . . . . . . 

1,071 

1,248 

1,406 

1,738 

1,586 

1,600 

Outlays . . . . . . 

790 

914 

1,156 

1,457 

1,436 

1, 606 

Hospital  construction  (Hill- Burton); 

BA....:.... - - - - - - 

267 

303 

314 

293 

258 

154 

Outlays . . . . . . 

203 

200 

208 

259 

232 

278 

Direct  care  (PHS  and  Indian  hospitals): 

BA . . . . . . . . 

127 

141 

155 

167 

185 

192 

Outlays . . . . . . 

126 

132 

147 

159 

185 

190 

Partnership  for  health: 

BA.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

4 

141 

176 

214 

Outlays  . . . . 

63 

146 

186 

Regional  medical  programs: 

BA . . . . . 

25 

45 

59 

62 

100 

Outlays. _ _ _ _ 

4 

24 

51 

87 

Other  public  health: 

BA. . . . . . . 

461 

419 

572 

376 

390 

356 

Outlays. _ _ _ _ 

Total: 

BA . . . 

284 

322 

444 

365 

389 

384 

1,926 

2, 255 

2,692 

2,938 

2, 829 

2,834 

Outlays _ _ _ _ _ 

1,403 

1,593 

2,021 

2, 399 

2, 548 

2,892 

>  Nixon  budget  proposals. 

2  Not  separately  indentifiable. 


Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  Senator  mind  reading  those  figures 
into  the  Record  for  the  benefit  of  those 
Senators  who  are  present? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Certainly. 
Mr.  President,  for  the  health  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  the  outlays  in  1965  amount¬ 
ed  to  $1.4  billion.  In  1970,  the  outlays  for 
health  activities  will  amount  to  $2.9  bil¬ 
lion.  In  other  words,  the  expenditures 
were  doubled  for  health  activities  in  the 
period  1965  to  1970. 

The  outlays  by  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion  for  education  in  the  year  1965  was 
$842  million.  That  figure  starts  lower,  of 
course,  than  the  expenditures  for  health 
in  that  year.  However,  in  1970,  education 
expenditures  had  risen  to  $3.7  billion, 
which  is  roughly  400  percent  higher  for 
education  than  in  fiscal  year  1965,  as 
compared  with  an  increase  of  alx>ut 
double  for  the  health  activities  in  the 
same  period. 

Again  by  way  of  comparison,  the  final 
figure  in  fiscal  year  1970  for  education 
is  $3.7  billion  and  $2.8  billion  for  health. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  urge  the  Senate  to  amend  title  rv  of 
H.R.  11400  to  continue  to  exempt  educa¬ 
tional  programs  from  the  strictures  of 
the  budget  ceiling. 

When  the  educational  exemption  was 
enacted  last  October,  the  Congress  prop¬ 
erly  placed  itself  on  record  as  recognizing 
the  importance  of  education  to  our  na¬ 
tional  development.  In  effect,  we  were 
telling  the  executive  branch  that  our  na¬ 
tional  priorities  demanded  that  needed 
budget  cuts  come  elsewhere. 

The  House-passed  version  of  H.R. 
11400  preserves  the  exempt  status  of  edu¬ 
cation  from  the  expenditure  limitation. 
However,  the  phrase,  “including  amoimts 
made  available  to  cai-ry  out  programs  to 
which  title  TV  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Amendments  is  ap¬ 
plicable,”  foimd  in  section  401(b)  of  the 
Senate  version  of  H.R.  11400  constitutes  a 
specific  negation  of  the  education  exemp¬ 
tion. 

If  enacted,  this  phrase  will  serve  as  a 
Senate  invitation  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  impound  increases  for  educa¬ 
tion.  Congress  may  vote  in  the  Labor- 
HEW  Appropriation  Act  of  fiscal  year 
1970  and  use  these  fimds  for  other  pro¬ 
grams.  In  view  of  the  urgent  need  to  im¬ 
prove  and  expand  American  education, 
such  a  development  would  Indeed  be 
tragic. 

Therefore,  it  is  my  feiwent  hope  that 
we  will  move  to  amend  title  IV  of  H.R. 
11400  to  remove  this  dangerous  phrase. 

Mr.  President,  our  Nation  has  made 
great  strides  in  increasing  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  a  college  education.  Years  ago 
a  college  degree  was  an  accoutrement  of 
social  class,  a  privilege  reserved  for  the 
rich.  As  our  Nation  grew,  so  did  the  num¬ 
ber  of  colleges  and  universities.  Govern¬ 
ment  made  a  tremendous  contribution 
to  this  growth  in  higher  education.  To¬ 
day,  any  academically  qualified  student 
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Is  virtually  assured  of  admission  to  col¬ 
lege. 

But  the  assurance  of  admission  does 
not  mean  that  the  academically  qual¬ 
ified  student  is  assured  of  a  college  edu¬ 
cation.  Tuition  charges  and  educational 
expenses  are  substantial,  even  at  public 
universities;  and  each  year  these  ex¬ 
penses  rise  5  to  10  percent.  Many  stu¬ 
dents  are  unable  to  meet  the  costs  of 
college.  Thus,  in  America  today,  a  fi¬ 
nancial  test  is  still  imposed  on  those 
who  would  seek  a  college  education. 

Many  forms  of  financial  aid  are  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government  for 
meeting  the  costs  of  college.  But  for  some 
qualified  students,  this  aid  is  not  enough. 
In  many  cases  it  is  simply  impossible  for 
the  student  and  his  family  to  make  up 
the  difference.  I  believe  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  an  obligation  to  help,  through 
the  educational  opportunity  grants  pro¬ 
gram,  to  make  college  education  truly 
available  to  all. 

Not  only  does  EOG  close  the  financial 
gap,  but  the  direct  grant  it  offers  may  be 
the  decisive  factor  in  convincing  the 
qualified  student  that  college  can  be  a 
reality  for  him.  For  those  in  the  back¬ 
wash  of  our  prosperous  economy,  the 
prospect  of  4  years  of  financial  strug¬ 
gle,  and  Incurring  debt  of  thousands  of 
dollars,  all  for  the  seemingly  remote  pos¬ 
sibility  of  securing  a  share  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  well-being  that  has  heretofore 
passed  him  by,  may  appear  an  insur¬ 
mountable  obstacle.  An  EOG  grant  to 
such  a  student  can  not  only  assure  him 
that  the  costs  will  be  met  if  he  does  his 
part,  but  it  can  also  serve  as  a  certi¬ 
fication  of  our  faith  in  him,  to  convince 
him  that  the  commitment  to  college  he  is 
about  to  make  is  a  worthwhile  one. 

The  restoration  of  $16  million  to  the 
educational  opportunity  grants  program 
will  mean  that,  for  the  coming  academic 
year,  college  education  will  be  available 
to  32,000  more  students.  Every  day  we 
spend  over  five  times  that  amount  in 
pursuit  of  “victory”  in  Vietnam — in  the 
form  of  brief  control  of  a  barren  jungle 
hill,  or  impermanent  vindication  of  a 
questionable  foreign  policy. 

In  contrast,  this  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  for  EOG  will  be  spent  to  build, 
rather  than  to  destroy,  the  lives  of  our 
youth.  It  will  be  a  lasting  investment  in 
America. 

In  strict  economic  terms  alone,  the 
benefits  of  such  an  investment  are  great. 
With  the  increased  earning  power  of  col¬ 
lege  graduates,  the  recipients  of  EOG 
grants  will  be  able  to  make  better  lives 
for  themselves  and  their  families.  And 
they  will  make  a  substantially  greater 
contribution  to  our  economy  as  a  whole. 

But  perhaps  even  greater  than  the 
economic  benefits  are  the  social  ones.  We 
have  always  been  proud  to  say  that  ours 
is  an  open  society,  in  which  everyone  has 
the  opportunity  to  advance  freely.  But 
for  too  long,  that  promise  has  been  an 
empty  one.  A  college  education  is  an 
Important  tool  which  the  deprived  can 
use  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity 
for  free  advancement.  But  to  those  for 
whom  financial  requirements  bar  the 
door  to  college,  true  freedom  of  oppor¬ 


tunity  is  indeed  a  myth.  The  resulting 
disillusionment  and  apathy  not  only  poi¬ 
sons  the  lives  of  those  directly  affected, 
but  weakens  American  society.  Self- 
respect  for  all  Americans  can  only  come 
when  the  hopelessness  borne  of  eco¬ 
nomic  deprivation  is  eradicated. 

The  educational  opportunity  grants 
program  is  structured  so,  as  to  be  opti¬ 
mally  effective  in  making  available  a 
college  education.  First,  a  student  is  only 
eligible  if  the  costs  of  his  education  are 
not  covered  by  other  available  forms  of 
aid  and  self-help.  This  insures  that 
Federal  funds  are  spent  only  on  those 
who  would  not  otherwise  be  able  to  go 
to  college.  Thus,  as  the  student  continues 
through  college,  it  is  less  likely  that  he 
will  need  an  EOG  grant.  In  fact,  of  the 
123,000  students  who  received  an  EOG 
grant  during  the  1966-67  school  year, 
only  28,200,  or  23  percent,  will  be  receiv¬ 
ing  a  grant  3  years  later,  in  the  coming 
1969-70  school  year.  Yet  without  the 
initial  grant,  college  would  have  been 
impossible  for  all  of  these  students. 

Second,  the  recipient  must  match  his 
EOG  grant  with  aid  from  other  institu¬ 
tional  sources.  The  program  thus  pro¬ 
motes  cooperation  and  coordination 
among  various  institutional  sources  of 
aid,  and  encourages  the  private  sector  to 
contribute  its  share. 

Third,  since  work-study  funds  now 
qualify  for  matcliing  EOG  grants,  the 
(^vernment  aid  provided  to  the  recip¬ 
ient  takes  the  form  of  enabling  the  stu¬ 
dent  to  help  himself.  Between  one- 
fourth  and  one-third  of  the  fimds  used  to 
match  EOG  grants  are  provided  by  work 
study.  In  those  cases  where  self-help  is 
not  enough,  EOG  makes  up  the  differ¬ 
ence — but  still  lets  the  student  make  a 
full  contribution  on  his  own. 

In  addition,  the  EOG  program  serves 
all  our  citizens,  black,  Indian,  oriental, 
and  caucasion — if  they  have  the  requi¬ 
site  financial  need.  In  fact,  a  high  per¬ 
centage,  almost  75  percent  of  EOG  re¬ 
cipients  are  not  Negroes.  And  it  enables 
them  to  attend  all  kinds  of  institutions; 
60  percent  of  the  recipients  attend  public 
universities,  and  40  percent  attend  junior 
colleges. 

We  must  not  forget  that  a  college  edu¬ 
cation,  which  the  educational  opportu¬ 
nity  grants  program  makes  available, 
may  not  be  the  appropriate  tool  with 
which  all  the  economically  deprived  can 
improve  their  lot.  But  those  with  finan¬ 
cial  need  who  are  qualified  for  college 
must  not  be  shut  out  of  American  life. 
The  restoration  of  $16  million  to  the  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grants  program 
means  that  the  door  to  full  participation 
in  our  society  will  be  opened  wide. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  introduced  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Texas.  Without  a  favorable  vote  on  this 
amendment,  we  will  imdo  one  of  the  most 
constructive  steps  taken  last  session 
when  we  supported  the  principle  that 
the  education  programs  passed  for  the 
benefit  of  our  Nation’s  children  and 
youth  should  be  exempt  from  any  admin¬ 
istrative  cuts  necessitated  by  spending 
limitations. 


Last  year,  by  exempting  these  educa¬ 
tion  programs  from  such  cuts,  we  stated 
clearly  that  education  was  to  be  given  a 
top  priority.  Are  we  ready  so  soon  to 
repudiate  this  action? 

If  we  do,  our  actions  will  speak  very 
clearly  for  us.  We  will  say  to  the  young 
people  who  are  only  now  beginning  to 
benefit  from  the  educational  programs 
designed  to  enhance  the  educational  op¬ 
portunities  of  the  disadvantaged  that  we 
do  not  think  these  programs  are  really 
worth  protecting. 

We  will  say  to  educational  administra¬ 
tors,  on  the  State  and  local  levels,  who 
thought  they  could  plan  based  on  certain 
projected  levels  because  these  were  pro¬ 
grams  specifically  exempt  from  cuts,  that 
you  cannot  count  on  Congress  because  we 
removed  this  assurance  at  the  first  op¬ 
portunity  which  presented  itself. 

It  is  indeed  a  paradox  that  while  en¬ 
joying  the  fruits  of  unequalled  prosper¬ 
ity,  this  Nation  may  spend  less  for  edu¬ 
cation  next  year.  The  need  for  increasing 
our  commitment  to  the  continued  im¬ 
provement  of  our  educational  system  has 
not  lessened,  and  we  must  not  weaken  our 
commitment  to  this  worthwhile  objective. 

I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  adopted 
so  that  we  may  be  certain  that  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  our  youth  is  to  remain  as  one 
of  the  top  priorities  of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  May  we 
have  a  vote,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  (Mr.  Pell)  on  behalf  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  ,  and  other 
Senators  to  the  committee  amendment 
on  page  71  of  the  bill.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee),  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre),  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Yarborough)  ,  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  (Mr.  McIntyre),  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  ,  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 


nays  54, 

as  follows: 

[No.  37 Leg.] 
YEAS — 52 

Allen 

Harris 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Hart 

Muskle 

Brooke 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Burdick 

Hatfield 

Pas  tore 

Cannon 

Holllngs 

Pell 

Case 

Hughes 

Percy 

GTiurch 

Inouye 

Prouty 

Cotton 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Cranston 

Javlts 

Rlblcoff 

Dodd 

Jordan, Idaho 

Schwelker 

Dominick 

Kennedy 

Scott 

Eagleton 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Fong 

Mathias 

Symington 

Fulbrlght 

McCarthy 

Ty  dings 

Goodell 

McGovern 

Williams,  NJ. 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Gravel 

Mondale 

Grlffln 

Montoya 
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NAYS— 43 


Aiken 

Ellender 

Pearson 

Allott 

Ervin 

Proxmire 

Baker 

Fannin 

BusseU 

Bellmon 

Goldwater 

Saxbe 

Bennett 

Gurney 

Smith 

Bible 

Hansen 

Sparkman 

Boggs 

Holland 

Stennis 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hnrska 

Stevens 

Byrd,  W.  va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Talmadge 

Cook  . 

Long 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Tower 

Curtis 

McClellan 

WUllams,  Del. 

Dlrksen 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Dole 

Mundt 

Eastland 

Packwood 

NOT  VOTING- 

—5 

Anderson 

Mclntyre 

Yarborough 

McGee 

Moss 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pell 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Yarborough  and  other 
Senators  to  the  committee  amendment 
on  page  71  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to  re¬ 
consider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
(Mr.  Byrd)  for  the  courtesy,  care,  and 
handling  of  the  amendment.  I  also  wish 
to  pay  great  credit  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  for  without  his 
original  impetus-groundwork  and  mes¬ 
sage  to  so  many  of  our  colleagues  this 
amendment  would  not  have  carried.  I 
regret  that  he  could  not  be  with  us  today, 
but  even  in  his  absence,  he  played  a  very 
important  role  in  the  passage  of  this 
measure. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  remarks.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  to  be  congratulated  for  his  ex¬ 
cellent  presentation  of  the  matter  here 
today.  I  wish  to  express  congratulations 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Texas, 
in  absentia,  who  did  an  excellent  job  yes¬ 
terday  in  lining  up  sponsors  for  the 
amendment.  Had  he  not  done  so,  the 
amendment  may  not  have  fared  quite  so 
well  today. 

PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  ask  the  manager  of  the  bill  whether  he 
can  anticipate  how  many  other  amend¬ 
ments  are  pending. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The'  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gurney  in  the  chair) .  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  the  Chamber  cleared. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  requests  that  the  Chamber  be 
cleared  of  all  unnecessary  personnel. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
can  see  a  number  of  attaches  who  do  not 
have  any  business  here.  I  ask  that  the 
order  of  the  Chair  be  enforced. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  is  requested  to  carry 
out  the  order  of  the  CTiair, 


The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thought  perhaps  the  manager  of  the  bill 
could  inform  Senators  as  to  other 
amendments  he  anticipates. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  may  we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  query  from  the  distin¬ 
guished  and  very  able  minority  leader, 
I  think  I  should  state  that  the  vote  now 
recurs  on  the  committee  amendment  as 
amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFK^R.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  think 
I  should  ask  for  a  roUcall  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  as  amended  because 
we  have  to  go  to  conference  with  the 
amendment. 

Then,  I  would  anticipate  a  vote  on 
the  committee  amendment  repealing 
section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  last  year.  That  meas¬ 
ure  deals  with  the  3-out-of-4  vacancies 
proposition.  I  assume  the  able  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  I  would  further  assume  that 
we  might  have  a  rollcall  vote  thereon. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  Inasmuch  as  the  merits 
of  our  argument  are  recognized  the  Sen¬ 
ate  might  just  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  would 
anticipate  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits). 

I  would  hope  we  could  have  those 
three  votes  and  if  we  can  I  think  the 
chances  might  be  good,  if  the  hour  is  not 
too  late,  for  us  at  that  point  to  have  a 
final  vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  v^ill 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  B'VRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  which  I  presume  there  will  be  a 
rollcall  vote. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  that 
would  make  four  yea-and-nay  votes,  and 
we  have  two  orders  recognizing  Senators 
who  wish  to  make  speeches. 

Does  the  Senator  anticipate  finishing 
the  bill  today? 

Mr.  B'YRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  wish  to 
say  that  my  earlier  anticipation  of  fin¬ 
ishing  the  bill  today  is  becoming  more 
clouded  by  the  minute. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL 
11  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  11  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  no  objec¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (HR.  11400)  making 


supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  would  like  to  express  the  hope 
that  we  can  now  proceed  to  vote  on  the 
committee  amendment  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  and  Mr.  JAVITS 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

After  line  16,  page  71,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  paragraph  5: 

“(5)  the  programs  of  health  under  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.” 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  very  brief.  My  amendment  is  the 
same  as  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  except  that 
it  applies  to  health  and  other  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

Since  the  other  amendment  was  ac¬ 
cepted,  mine  may  be  somewhat  in  self- 
defense.  I  think  that  we  who  handle  the 
HEW  appropriation  are  going  to  be 
placed  in  an  unfortunate  position  if  it 
is  possible  for  the  President  to  cut  the 
HEW  budget,  which  he  may  well  do, 
and  take  it  aU  out  of  health  programs. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Why  not  include  public 
works  and  the  school  limch  program? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  might. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  us  put  in  all  the 
rest. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  mighkput  in  public 
works. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to 
differentiate  between  health  and  educa¬ 
tion.  I  think  they  go  hand  in  hand.  As 
in  the  case  of  many  Senators,  I  have  tried 
to  do  my  part  and  have  accepted  the 
responsibility  for  the  health,  education, 
and  welfare  of  the  Nation.  I  do  not  think 
we  have  gone  too  far  on  appropriations 
for  health.  I  have  been  associated  with 
this  matter  for  a  long  time.  The  first 
bill  I  introduced  in  Congress  that  was 
passed  was  in  1938;  it  established  the 
Cancer  Institute.  I  was  then  a  Member 
of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
Senate  passed  this  bill  unanimously.  As  ■ 
I  recall,  the  bill  was  introduced  in  the 
Senate  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington,  Homer  Bone.  The  bill  had 
95  cosponsors  out  of  96  Senators.  One  can 
understand,  therefore,  why  it  passed 
unanimously.  That  was  the  beginning  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  which 
was  more  or  less  devoted,  at  that  time, 
to  military  research — and  it  was  doing 
a  fine  job—  but  it  was  the  beginning  also 
of  all  those  important  nonmilitaiy  medi¬ 
cal  programs  we  now  call  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health. 

I  remember  we  finally  got  the  then- 
enormous  sum  of  $1  million  to  start  it, 
because  it  was  during  the  war.  There  was  j 
a  very  distinguished  resident  of  Mary-  ■ 
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land,  a  widow,  whose  husband  had  died 
of  cancer,  and  she  donated  the  land  in 
Bethesda  where  the  NIH  is  now  located 
and  where  her  house  still  stands.  The 
Bethesda  Naval  Hospital,  which  became 
a  part  of  this  great  complex,  is  located 
there  too. 

Over  the  years,  even  during  the  war 
years,  we  kept  alive  a  program  of  Govern¬ 
ment  research — a  program  that  has  been 
greatly  expanded  since.  The  Govern¬ 
ment,  of  course,  has  not  done  it  all,  but 
it  has  been  responsible  in  many  cases 
for  putting  the  seed  money  into  labora¬ 
tories,  medical  schools,  and  other  schools 
which  have  done  such  good  work  in  so 
many  fields. 

As  a  result,  good  doctors,  good  labora¬ 
tories,  and  trained  personnel  working  in 
all  the  various  programs  made  possible 
the  increase  in  life  expectancy  of  the 
American  people  by  7.6  years  in  the  past 
17  years  alone.  That  is  worthwhile,  is  it 
not?  If  only  the  life  insurance  companies 
would  adjust  their  rates  accordingly! 
Just  think  of  it — 7.6  years  longer  to  live. 
Yet,  there  are  those  who  suggest  that 
this  may  have  been  too  much.  Some¬ 
times  we  do  get  carried  away  emotionally 
on  the  subject  of  health.  But  I  say. 
Government  expenditures  along  this  line 
have  been  most  worthwhile  over  the 
years. 

Mr.  President,  the  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Labor  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Welfare,  under  the  able  chair¬ 
manship  of  the  former  Senator  from 
Alabama,  Mr.  Hill  has  done  a  good  job 
in  keeping  this  money  flowing.  I  suspect 
that  Congress  will  not  be  miserly  this 
year,  but  if  the  budget  on  health  is  apt 
to  be  cut  disastrously,  it  will  slow  up 
some  projects  that  we  know  are  now  in 
the  process  of  bearing  fruit. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  favor  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment.  I  have  been  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  for  9  years,  and  during  all 
of  those  9  years  I  have  served  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  7  of  those  9  years  as  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  working  with 
our  beloved  former  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama,  Lister  Hill.  We  sought  to  be  reas¬ 
onable  and  not  to  be  carried  away  by 
emotion,  as  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  just  touched  upon.  For  instance, 
last  year,  when  he  had  to  face  the  fact 
that  in  dealing  with  the  artificial  kidney 
we  were  dealing  with  a  situation  where, 
at  present,  doctors  are  compelled  to  de¬ 
cide  who  lives  and  who  dies  because  of 
the  fact  that  there  are  only  so  many 
kidney  machines  available  and  research 
is  going  forward  now  to  try  to  make 
them  general  so  that  we  do  not  have  to 
confine  them  to  certain  individuals.  That 
research  has  not  been  completed. 

I  am  confident  that  imder  the  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  Senator  from  Washington, 
with  w'hom  I  have  been  privileged  to 
work  with  all  these  years,  the  committee 
will  handle  this  most  carefully. 

I  have  constantly  been  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  keeping  down  appropriations,  but 
this  is  in  a  very  sensitive  area,  a  humane 


area,  and  I  feel  that  it  is  one  which  is  in 
an  entirely  different  category  from  public 
works,  or  any  other. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  for  offering  the  amendment,  and 
•heartily  support  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
We  have  made  so  much  progress  that  it 
goes  almost  unnoticed — people  take  it  for 
granted.  We  have  abolished  many  of  the 
TB  wards  in  the  179  veterans  hospitals 
in  this  countiT.  There  are,  of  course,  a 
few  TB  patients  left,  but  we  used  to  have 
large  wards  all  over  the  country.  We  have 
also  made  great  progress  in  heart  dis¬ 
eases  and  in  all  kinds  of  nervous  dis¬ 
eases. 

One  reason  I  am  concerned  about 
this — and  I  am  going  to  tell  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  that  we  are  going 
to  be  reasonable — is  that  I  do  not  want  to 
be  limited  in  advance  if  we  need  to  do 
something  new  and  dynamic  in  the  field 
of  health. 

One  of  the  things  that  very  few  people 
in  this  country  realize  is  that  every  other 
bed  in  a  veterans  hospital  is  a  mental 
case.  Just  think  of  that — every  other  bed 
in  a  veterans  hospital  is  a  mental  case — 
50  percent.  Many  people  walking  around, 
who  do  not  have  the  benefit  of  a  veterans 
hospital,  are  also  victims  of  mental  ill¬ 
ness.  We  are  making  great  progress  in 
that  field  through  research.  Federal 
Government  funds  are  being  used  to  test 
tranquilizers  and  the  whole  program  of 
mental  health.  We  hope,  of  course,  that 
the  proportion  of  Federal  funds  can  be 
cut  down. 

One  other  thing,  we  used  to  be  able  to 
do  research  directed  to  this  program.  I 
am  just  citing  some  examples.  If  a  per¬ 
son  lost  a  leg,  it  would  take  weeks  and 
months  before  he  could  be  fitted  with  an 
artificial  leg.  Sometimes  it  took  a  year. 

Now  we  have  a  new  process  evolving, 
through  funds  available  for  research, 
where  a  man  can  be  fitted  with  an  arti¬ 
ficial  leg  in  3  weeks. 

We  have  got  a  long  way  to  go  in  the 
field  of  cancer.  I  am  somewhat  disap¬ 
pointed  in  the  rate  of  progress,  but  it  is 
a  fact  that  we  have  saved  literally  thou¬ 
sands  of  lives  with  what  we  have  learned 
so  far. 

The  so-called  Pap  test  for  women, 
for  example,  has  saved  literally  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  lives  because  we  had  the 
seed  money  available  for  research. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  was  necessarily  absent 
from  the  floor  yesterday  and  did  not 
hear  the  debate,  but  I  am  wondering 
why,  if  a  reduction  in  appropriations  for 
expenditures  for  fiscal  1970  is  so  desir¬ 
able,  should  not  the  Senate  face  up  to 
the  situation  and  limit  appropriations 
for  each  department  for  1970  instead  of 
including  the  limitation  as  an  amend¬ 
ment — virtually  an  amendment — to  a 
supplemental  bill  for  1969  which  ap¬ 
plies  only  to  appropriations  which  are 
expendable  during  the  next  two  weeks? 
Why  do  we  not  face  up  to  that - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thoroughly  agi'ee 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  assiune  our  proper 
responsibility? 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  was  sui-e  that  we 
would  not  do  that  on  the  supplemental 
but  we  did.  We  had  to  do  something. 
I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  that  we  had  experience  with  an 
alternate.  If  I  had  my  way,  I  would  have 
cut  the  language  out  altogether  and  gone 
to  conference. 

Mr.  COTTON.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
wiU  this  not  be  a  vote  of  no  confidence 
in  ourselves? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator,  but  as  long  as  welfare  is 
exempte<J,  and  as  long  as  education  is 
exempted,  w'e  cannot  fail  to  exempt 
health  as  well. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  in  the  position, 
since  I  handle  the  multibillion-doUar  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  HEW,  of  having  the 
cuts  taken  out  on  health. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  the  Senator  will  yield,  that  is  the 
argument  I  was  making  against  the 
preceding  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  disagi’ee 
with  the  Senator  on  the  basis  that  we 
had  to  have  an  alternative  to  the  House 
provision.  We  would  be  better  off  if  the 
House  had  done  nothing.  We  are  going  to 
save  money,  but  I  will  not  know  which 
programs  should  be  cut  out  and  which 
should  not  be  cut  until  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  holds  hearings. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  House  limitation  of 
$192.9  billion  was  wrong,  is  the  Senate 
limitation  of  $187.9  billion  better?  How 
does  that  make  it  better? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  an¬ 
swer  is  not  that  easy.  It  is  not  a  matter 
only  of  saying  that  $192.9  billion  is  wrong 
and  $187.9  billion  is  right.  It  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  also  of  whether  we  want  to  take 
$192.9  billion  and  say,  “that  is  it.  There 
are  absolutely  no  exemptions  from  that. 
Whether  they  are  imcontrollable,  man¬ 
datory,  unpredictable,  fixed — whatever — 
there  are  no  exemptions.’’ 

I  think  I  imderstood  it  was  also  said 
that  what  we  should  have  had  from  the 
committee  was  nothing;  we  should  just 
have  stricken  the  House  provision  and 
gone  to  conference.  Well,  we  have  been 
doing  that  too  long.  The  Senate  has  an 
equal  responsibility  to  legislate  here.  Let 
us  do  what  we  ought  to — that  should  be 
the  approach — and  then  go  to  conference 
and  wrestle  with  it  there.  I  do  not  want 
to  go  to  conference  after  doing  nothing 
except  to  strike  the  House  provision.  I 
have  been  in  conferences  with  the  House 
Members.  They  are  tough.  If  the  Senate 
wants  a  reduction  in  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures,  it  should  take  a  stand.  If  it  does 
not  want  a  reduction,  it  should  take  a 
stand.  If  it  wants  to  present  an  alterna¬ 
tive  for  the  House-Senate  conferees,  that 
alternative  should  be  hammered  out  on 
the  anvil  of  discussion.  The  committee 
has  proposed  an  alternative  to  the  harsh 
proposal  offered  by  the  other  body.  The 
Senate  now  can  vote  as  it  wishes  on  that 
alternative.  I  will  not  lose  sleep  tonight 
over  the  Senate’s  decision.  I  have  already 
lost  sleep  over  it.  Senate  conferees  should 
go  to  conference  with  a  definite  proposal 
in  a  matter  of  this  nature  rniless  it  wishes 
to  agree  with  the  House  proposal.  That 
is  why  we  have  wrestled  and  worked  on 
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this,  so  we  can  go  to  the  conference  and 
say,  “Here  is  the  Senate’s  proposal.  Now 
let  us  sit  down  and  reason  together” — 
in  the  words  of  a  former  President — “and 
resolve  our  differences.”  But  to  merely 
strike  it  out  and  go  there  would  result 
in  our  being  at  the  full  mercy  of  the 
House,  which  has  perhaps  had  rollcall 
after  rollcaU,  in  committee  and  on  the 
floor.  I  tliink  we  ought  to  try  to  come  up 
with  something  we  think  is  better.  The 
House  conferees  may  prevail  in  confer¬ 
ence,  but  they  will  have  to  prevail 
through  persuasion  and  by  showing  us 
they  have  a  better  proposal  than  that 
which  the  Senate  has  developed.  Perhaps 
the  end  result  will  be  a  modiflcation  and 
blending  together  of  the  two  proposals. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  will  agree  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  has  a  job 
to  do  on  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
too. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes;  and 
the  Senator  from  Washington  does  it 
well. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  been  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  many, 
many  years.  What  I  was  bothered  about 
was  that  we  are  now  just  starting  on 
HEW  appropriations.  The  House  has  not 
passed  that  bill.  I  do  not  want  to  see, 
in  a  supplemental  bill,  rules  and  guide¬ 
lines  that  tie  our  hands  in  advance.  We 
would  be  waiving  our  responsibility  to 
make  our  own  decisions,  based  on  the 
facts  and  evidence  relating  to  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  That  was  the 
only  thing  that  bothered  me  about  it.  I 
think  I  should  do  what  I  have  proposed — 
if  the  Senator  wants  to  put  a  limitation 
on  my  appropriation  after  I  bring  the 
appropriation  before  the  Senate,  the 
Senate  can  work  its  will.  Right  now  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  that  when  we 
start  on  the  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  appropriation,  with  the  bill  as  it 
now  stands,  health  is  going  to  be  at  a 
disadvantage. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  the  Senator  will  yield  on  this 
point,  the  Senate  and  House  can  still 
make  cuts  in  excess  of  the  $1.9  billion 
if  desired.  The  Senator's  committee  can 
still  make  cuts  regardless  of  what  is  pro¬ 
vided  here. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  the  Senate  does  not  have  to  follow 
this? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  can  cut  or  not.  It  does  not  bind  the 
Senate’s  hands.  But  the  reduction  will 
have  to  be  made  by  someone — the  Con¬ 
gress  or  the  President. 

I  think  there  is  good  argument  in  hav¬ 
ing  this  matter  thrashed  out  on  the 
supplemental  appropriation  bill.  We  are 
almost  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  We 
are  almost  at  the  beginning  of  the  new 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  time  to  enact  a 
forced  reduction  in  Federal  spending,  so 
the  President  and  the  Congress  both 
will  know  at  the  beginning  just  how 
much  of  a  cut  wiii  have  to  be  made  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year.  If  Congress  waits  un¬ 
til  the  new  fiscal  year  is  half  gone  before 
making  a  decision  to  enact  a  forced 
spending  reduction,  the  implementation 
of  that  reduction  will  be  more  difficult 
and  the  swing  of  the  ax  will  have  to  cut 


deeper  to  make  the  whole  year  average 
come  out  the  same  as  if  action  had  been 
taken  at  the  start  of  the  new  fiscal  year. 
Now  is  the  time,  and  the  best  time,  to 
make  that  decision,  before  the  new  year 
starts  on  July  1.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
wish  to  vote  for  a  reduction  now,  it  is 
perfectly  all  right  with  me. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
all  right  with  the  Senator.  The  Senator 
and  I  each  vote  our  own  way  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  our  own  conscience.  We  have 
done  this  for  a  long  time.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  one  of  the  nice  things  about  the 
Senate  is  that  it  does  not  seem  to  change 
the  respect  of  Senators  for  each  other 
for  them  to  vote  their  honest  opinions, 
which  may  be  different. 

I  would  not  have  brought  this  matter 
up  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  the  two 
big  items  of  HEW  are  exempt.  Yet  here 
is  health  standing  vulnerable  by  itself. 
I  know  what  we  have  done  in  the  field 
of  health.  I  know  the  Senate  wants  to  do 
what  it  can.  We  will  do  our  share  in 
keeping  appropriations  at  d  reasonable 
level. 

For  years,  I  handled  the  Independent 
Offices  appropriations.  Last  year  that  bill 
was  cut  a  great  deal.  Over  the  years  we 
have  cut  about  $6  biUion  out  of  that  bill. 
Those  cuts  are  sometimes  easier  to  do 
there  than  in  the  field  of  health. 

I  am  not  going  to  be  emotional  about 
it,  but  I  cannot  separate  health  and  edu¬ 
cation  in  this  coimtry.  I  think  they  go 
together.  'That  is  why  I  submitted  tiie 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


IN  THE  MATTER  OP  THE  MINORITY 
LEADER 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
morning  of  January  15, 1969,  Dr.  John  H. 
Knowles,  an  eminent  Massachusetts 
physician,  was  invited  to  Washington  by 
the  then  Secretary-designate  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  Robert  H. 
Pinch,  and  offered  the  position  of  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  Health  and  Scientific 
Affairs,  the  No.  1  health  job  within  the 
gift  of  the  executive  branch  to  give  a 
medical  doctor. 

Dr.  Knowles  accepted. 

Since  that  offer  was  made  and  ac¬ 
cepted,  one  hundred  fifty-three  days 
have  come  and  gone  and  yet  the  matter 
of  Dr.  Knowles’  appointment  has  never 
come  before  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

The  question,  of  course,  is  why? 

Is  it,  Mr.  President,  a  question  of  Dr. 
Knowles’  qualifications? 

Obviously,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  does  not  think 
so.  The  President  of  the  United  States 
does  not  think  so.  The  American  Public 
Health  Association,  the  Association  of 
American  Medical  Colleges,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Nurses  Association,  and  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Hospital  Association — they,  together, 
do  not  think  so.  Nor  do  I  believe  that  a 
majority  of  the  Senate,  if  given  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  so,  would  do  anything 
less  than  vote  overwhelmingly  to  con¬ 
firm  Dr.  Khiowles  as  Secretary  of  Health 
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and  Scientific  Affairs,  and  thereby  en¬ 
thusiastically  endorse  his  qualifications. 

If  I  may,  Mr.  President,  let  me  tell 
you  why  I  believe  Dr.  Knowles  deserves, 
if  nothing  more,  a  chance  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

First,  on  the  basis  of  his  record  alone, 
he  is  unquestionably  qualified  to  be  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Scientific 
Affairs. 

Qualified,  because  as  Director  of  the 
Massachusetts  General  Hospital,  Dr. 
Knowles,  in  assuming  the  leadership  of 
a  great  hospital,  helped  to  make  it  even 
greater.  That  quality,  the  quality  of  lead¬ 
ership,  is  of  vital  importance  to  the  top 
health  job  in  the  U.S.  Government. 

Qualified,  because  during  the  7  years 
he  has  been  director  of  Massachusetts 
General,  Dr.  Knowles  has  sought  to 
broaden  the  ways  in  which  a  hospital 
can  serve  the  needs  of  a  great  city,  and 
his  success  in  this  critical  area  is  ac¬ 
knowledged  by  even  his  critics. 

Qualified,  because  Dr.  Knowles, 
though  responsible  for  administration, 
has  never  lost  sight  of  a  doctor’s  first 
calling — caring  for  his  patient’s  needs. 
This  able  man  sets  aside  2  months 
out  of  every  year  to  work  as  a  physician 
in  the  wards  of  Massachusetts  General. 

Qualified,  because  with  all  of  his  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  as  varied  and  as  difiScult 
as  they  are.  Dr.  Knowles  has  still  found 
the  time  to  write  more  than  forty  papers 
and  a  textbook  on  respiratory  physiology, 
while  at  the  same  time  becoming  a  car- 
dio-pulmonary  specialist. 

Qualified,  because  as  a  member  of  the 
American  Medical  Association,  Dr. 
Knowles  has  participated  in  many  long- 
range  planning  studies  to  improve  the 
quality  of  medical  help  in  this  Nation, 
and  knows,  perhaps  better  than  most  of 
his  peers,  that  the  AMA  can  make  an 
even  greater  contribution  to  national 
life. 

Qualified,  because  as  a  sometimes  lec¬ 
turer  at  Harvard  University,  Dr. 
Knowles  understands  the  critical  need 
for  more  physicians  in  the  United  States, 
and  the  great  difficulties  we  are  going 
to  encounter  unless  we  can  find  a  way 
to  interest  more  young  men  and  women 
in  the  medical  profession. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  and  more, 
I  believe  that  Dr.  Knowles  is  more  than 
qualified  to  be  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Scientific  Affairs. 

Qualified  to  assist  in  the  more  than  a 
dozen  pieces  of  legislation  which  must 
be  considered  for  extension  in  the  area 
of  health  this  year  and  which  desperate¬ 
ly  needs  the  help  of  a  man  like  Dr. 
Knowles. 

Qualified  to  give  valued  counsel  on 
the  more  than  100  bills  already  intro¬ 
duced  this  session  of  the  Congress  on 
matters  pertaining  to  health  and  which 
clearly  indicate  the  sense  of  priority  the 
Members  of  Congress  give  to  this  vital 
area. 

Qualified  to  help  determine  the  ways 
and  means  by  which  the  Government  can 
most  effectively  invest  over  $13  billion 
in  medical  research  and  health-care 
funds;  an  investment  in  the  future 
health  security  of  this  nation. 

Qualified  to  give  expert  leadership  to 
the  policy  direction  of  jnedicare  and 
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medicaid,  as  well  as  helping  to  bring  be¬ 
fore  the  bar  of  public  opinion  those  doc¬ 
tors  who  have  excessively  profited  by 
overcharging  medicare  and  medicaid 
patients  and  who  have  in  the  process 
robbed  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

If  so  highly  qualified  a  man  as  Dr. 
John  Knowles  has  not  been  nominated, 
it  is  then  incumbent  upon  the  Members 
of  this  body  to  ask  the  question,  “Why?” 

Mr.  President,  I  have  considerable  re¬ 
gard  for  my  distinguished  colleague  and 
our  minority  leader.  Senator  Dirksen. 
Few  men  equal  his  accomplishments  in 
a  congressional  career  spanning  nearly 
40  years.  He  has  been  a  friend  of  Presi¬ 
dents  and  a  leader  in  the  U.S.  Congress. 

Through  dedication  to  hard  work  and 
a  disciplined  mind.  Senator  Dirksen 
quickly  rose  to  prominence  as  a  leader  in 
the  other  body  to  which  he  was  first 
elected.  His  colleagues  recognized  him  as 
an  expert  on  the  tasks  he  .  chose  to 
master. 

The  test  of  any  man’s  desire  for  lead¬ 
ership  often  rests  in  his  determination  to 
overcome  physical  affliction.  Indeed,  the 
crucible  of  physical  affliction  has  often 
foreshadowed  the  rise  of  men  to  leader¬ 
ship  positions.  So  it  was  with  Senator 
Dirksen.  He  confounded  medical  experts 
predicting  loss  of  his  eyesight.  He  retired 
from  the  other  body,  spending  2  years  to 
recover  from  his  affliction.  Then  he  ran 
for  the  U.S.  Senate,  defeating  another 
minority  leader  in  a  race  most  thought 
he  would  lose. 

Dedication.  Discipline.  Determination. 
These  qualities  brought  Senator  Dirksen 
to  the  Senate,  and  they  soon  propelled 
him  to  the  position  of  minority  leader. 
Each  of  us  remembers  specific  occasions 
when  Senator  Dirksen’s  leadership  qual¬ 
ities  made  meaningful  contributions  to 
our  Nation’s  progress.  I  especially  re¬ 
member  his  constructive  leadership  role 
in  obtaining  the  passage  of  meaningful 
civil  rights  legislation. 

But  leadership  also  bears  the  earmarks 
of  another  quality  in  a  democracy.  The 
quality  is  simply  to  allow  those  who  are 
led  to  be  effectively  heard. 

Why  is  it  that  the  nomination  of  Dr. 
Knowles  has  not  been  sent  to  the  Senate 
for  consideration?  Why  is  it  that  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  have  not  been  permitted 
to  work  their  will  on  this  vital  matter? 

There  are  two  reasons.  The  American 
Medical  Association  and  the  minority 
leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

No  one  organization,  no  one  man 
should  be  permitted  to  dictate  or  to  veto 
a  Presidential  appointment  of  one  so 
eminently  qualified  as  Dr.  Knowles.  Yet, 
this  is  clearly  the  case  in  the  present 
instance. 

The  American  Medical  Association, 
through  its  president,  has  expressed  op¬ 
position  to  Dr.  Knowles’  appointment. 
Senator  Dirksen  has  said  he  would  block 
that  appointment  if  the  President  sub¬ 
mits  it  to  the  Senate. 

Speaking  only  for  myself,  as  an  indi¬ 
vidual  Senator,  I  would  like  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  debate  the  qualifications 
of  Dr.  Knowles  In  this  Chamber.  I  do 
not  believe  that  is  too  much  to  ask  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois.  I 
challenge  the  minority  leader,  my  leader, 


to  advise  President  Nixon  and  Secretary 
Finch  that  he  win  no  longer  arbitrarily 
block  consideration  of  Dr.  Knowles’  ap¬ 
pointment.  I  challenge  the  minority 
leader  to  allow  the  Senate  to  work  Its 
will. 

One  hundred  and  fifty-three  days  have 
passed,  and  one  of  the  Government’s 
most  important  positions  remains  im- 
filled.  Others  have  waited;  I  have  waited. 
I  will  wait  silently  no  longer. 

I  stand  here  now,  as  a  matter  of  con¬ 
science,  to  oppose  the  leader  of  my  party 
in  the  Senate. 

I  stand  here  now,  because  I  believe 
very  deeply  in  two  principles. 

I  believe  in  the  right  of  the  President 
to  nominate  those  men  he  believes  can 
do  the  best  job. 

I  believe  in  the  right  of  the  Senate  to 
work  its  will  on  persons  nominated  by 
the  Pi'esident. 

These  principles,  essential  facets  of  our 
Government,  are  being  violated,  and  the 
confidence  of  the  American  people,  the 
ultimate  strength  of  any  democracy,  is 
being  shaken. 

There  are  many  rumors  to  the  effect 
that  the  appointment  of  Dr.  Knowles  is 
now  dead.  If  that  is  so,  the  democratic 
process  has  lost  a  battle  and  the  public 
interest  has  suffered  a  grievous  defeat. 

I  believe  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  American  Medical  Association  and 
Senator  Dirksen  to  say  they  are  un¬ 
afraid  to  have  Dr.  Knowles’  appoint¬ 
ment  openly  considered  by  members  of 
the  U.S.  Senate. 

The  appointment  of  Dr.  John  Knowles 
should  rest  on  its  merits. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  following  bills, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate : 

H.R.  265.  An  act  to  amend  section  502  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  relating  to 
construction-differential  subsidies; 

H.R.  1808.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Capt. 
John  W.  Booth  IH; 

H.R.  2037.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
W.  Barrie  and  Marguerite  J.  Barrie; 

H.R.  2209.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carlo 
DeMarco; 

H.R.  3373.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giuseppe 
Delina; 

H.R.  3377.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Frank 
Kleinerman; 

H.R.  3560.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arie 
Rudolf  Busch  (also  known  as  Harry  Bush); 

H.R.  3666.  An  act  to  amend  section  336(c) 
of  the  Immigration  adn  Nationality  Act; 

H.R.  4658.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bernard 
L.  Coulter: 

H.R.  5107.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Miss 
Maria  Mosio; 

H.R.  5337.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  late 
Albert  E.  Jameson,  Jr.; 

H.R.  9946.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  quitclaim 
retained  rights  in  certain  tracts  of  land  to 
the  Board  of  Education  of  Lee  County,  S.C.; 

H.R.  11069.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  Padre  Island  National  Sea¬ 
shore  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and 

H.R.  11235.  An  act  to  amend  the  Older 
Americans  Act  of  1966,  and  for  other 
purposes. 
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HOUSE  BILLS  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  severally  read 
twice  by  their  titles  and  referred  as  indi¬ 
cated: 

H.R.  9946.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  quitclaim 
retained  rights  in  certain  tracts  of  land  to 
the  Board  of  Education  of  Lee  County,  S.C.; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry. 

H.R.  11069.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  Padre  Island  National  Sea¬ 
shore  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

H.R.  1808.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Capt. 
John  W.  Booth  HI; 

H.R.  2037.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
W.  Barrie  and  Marguerite  J.  Barrie; 

H.R.  2209.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carlo 
DeMarco; 

H.R.  3373.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giuseppe 
Delina: 

H.R.  3377.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Frank 
Kleinerman; 

H.R.  3560.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arie  Ru¬ 
dolf  Busch  (also  known  as  Harry  Bush); 

H.R.  3666.  An  act  to  amend  section  336(c) 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act; 

H.R.  4658.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bernard 
L.  Coulter; 

H.R.  5107.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Miss 
Maria  Mosio;  and 

H.R.  5337.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  late 
Albert  E.  Jameson,  Jr.;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

HR.  11235.  An  act  to  amend  the  Older 
Americans  Act  of  1965,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses:  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  perfect  my  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  drawn  in  a  hurry,  with  a 
modification  that  states  more  clearly  my 
intended  meaning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  proposed  modification. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  71,  art;  the  end  of  line  25,  add  a 
comma  and  the  following:  “except  that  no 
such  reservation  may  be  applied  to  health 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  so  modified. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quoinim. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quomm  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  in  a  position  which  I  think 
forces  me  to  oppose  the  amendment.  I 
do  so  because  If  we  are  to  be  serious  about 
enforcing  a  Federal  expenditure  reduc¬ 
tion  on  om-selves  and  on  the  adminlstra- 
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tion,  then  we  cannot  continue  to  exempt 
one  after  another  of  the  very  important 
programs  in  which  we  all  believe  and 
many  of  which  are  our  favorites. 

The  committee  started  out  by  exempt¬ 
ing  unpredictables  such  as  support  of  the 
war  in  Southeast  Asia,  mandatory  and 
fixed  items  such  as  interest  on  the  na¬ 
tional  debt,  and  uncontrollables  such  as 
farm  price  supports  and  public  assist¬ 
ance  grants. 

The  committee  then  took  the  remain¬ 
ing  controliabies  and  said  they  had  to  be 
cut  by  $1.9  billion.  But  each  time  from 
here  on  out  that  he  removes  one  of  the 
controliabies  and  puts  it  into  the  exempt 
class,  we  do  not  do  anything  to  the  $1.9 
billion  reduction  figure,  but  we  do  narrow 
by  that  much  the  remaining  controllable 
category  from  which  that  $1.9  billion  has 
to  be  cut. 

So,  in  the  vote  which  was  taken  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago,  the  Senate  said  in  effect  that 
$3.7  billion  of  that  $84.3  billion  which 
was  in  the  controllable  category  is  going 
to  be  removed  from  that  category  and 
exempted  from  any  forced  reduction. 

The  Senate  is  now  being  asked  by  the 
distinguished  and  able  Senator  from 
Washington  to  remove  an  additional  $2.9 
billion  from  that  category  that  it,  too, 
along  with  the  Office  of  Education,  may 
be  given  preferential  status.  So,  the 
cheese  is  becoming  a  little  more  binding 
all  the  time. 

I  am  just  as  much  in  favor  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  health  as  is  any  other  Senator. 
I  do  not  recall  ever  having  voted  to  cut 
an  expenditme,  but  I  have  voted  to  in¬ 
crease  expenditures.  My  worthy  col¬ 
league  is  now  taking  the  position  I  took 
a  while  ago  when  I  said,  “If  you  take  the 
Yarborough  amendment,  you  are  going 
to  open  up  health  for  larger  cuts.” 

I  am  gl^  that  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  stated  in  his  own 
presentation  here  that  that  is  precisely 
what  we  would  now  do  unless  we  have 
this  amendment  in  addition  to  the  one 
already  adopted. 

We  can  carry  this  even  further  and 
say  that  we  ought  to  exempt  farm  price 
supports.  We  can  say  that  we  ought  to 
exempt  vocational  rehabilitation.  We 
can  say  that  we  ought  to  exempt  IDA — 
the  economic  International  Development 
Association.  I  voted  against  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  IDA  in  the  committee.  How¬ 
ever,  “what  is  done,  ’tis  done.” 

We  can  go  on  down  the  line  and  say, 
“We  want  a  $1.9  billion  reduction,  but 
we  want  to  exempt  everything  from  that 
reduction.  We  do  not  want  to  make  a 
cut  anywhere.” 

So,  we  march  up  the  Hill  and  say  we 
have  got  to  have  a  $1.9  billion  reduc¬ 
tion.  We  march  up  the  Hill  with  the  ban¬ 
ners  flying,  bugles  blaring,  and  the 
drums  beating  and  we  thrill  to  the  tu¬ 
multous  cheers  of  the  multitude  along 
the  wayside  as  we  pass. 

Then  we  about  face  and  march  down 
the  Hill  and  say,  “We  do  not  want  to  cut 
here  and  we  do  not  want  to  cut  there  or 
somewhere  else.” 

That  is  the  position  we  will  be  in  if  we 
continue  to  lift  out  of  the  controllable 
category  those  very  worthy  program.*; 
and  activities  such  as  health  and  edu¬ 
cation.  What  will  be  the  next  program 


for  favored  treatment  in  this  discrimina¬ 
tory  pattern?  I  though  Senators  were 
against  discrimination. 

We  either  have  to  mean  what  we  say, 
that  we  want  to  make  a  reduction  in  con¬ 
trollable  Federal  expenditures,  or  we 
must  say,  “We  stand  for  an  overall  re¬ 
duction  in  Federal  spending,  but  do  not 
believe  us.  We  are  just  kidding.  We  do 
not  mean  what  we  say.  We  are  not  going 
to  let  you  touch  this  or  that  item.” 

That  being  the  case,  I  have  to  oppose 
the  amendment. 

It  is  just  like  opposing  motherhood  and 
the  flag  and  God.  Fortunately,  I  have 
never  been  put  in  a  position  yet  of  op¬ 
posing  those  three.  However,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  at  the  rate  we  are  going,  we  may 
find  that  there  is  nothing  else  left  to  op¬ 
pose. 

I  have  to  oppose  the  amendment  and 
stand  by  the  will  of  the  committee  if 
the  committee’s  proposal  is  to  mean  any¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  COOK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOK.  Mr.  President,  I  must  con¬ 
fess  to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
that  as  a  freshman  Senator,  this  reminds 
me  of  the  many  times  I  watched  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  when  it  said  to  the  President  that 
it  had  to  cut  the  budget  by  so  much 
money.  Then,  everyone  sat  in  the  Senate 
and  proceeded  to  put  it  all  back. 

I  think  that  many  of  the  people  listen¬ 
ing  today  may  well  be  missing  the  point 
that  we  have  said  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  that  we  want  the  budget 
cut  from  what  it  was  under  the  last  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  a  little  over  $200  billion. 
And  all  of  a  sudden  we  come  along  and 
say  in  the  pending  bill  that  it  shall  not 
exceed  $187.9  billion  with  the  exception 
of  some  uncontrollables.  Then  we  add 
other  uncontrollables  and  still  other  un¬ 
controllables. 

It  is  kind  of  like  saying  that  we  have  a 
nation  that  really  wants  a  tax  reduction 
and  a  reduction  of  the  budget,  but  some¬ 
how  or  other  we  want  the  wide  highways, 
free  beer,  and  motherhood.  Somehow  or 
other  we  cannot  have  all  three.  Somehow 
or  other  when  the  day  of  reckoning 
comes,  the  reckoning  really  will  be  to  the 
effect  that  we  will  have  opened  up  eveiy- 
thing.  And  when  it  comes  to  appropria¬ 
tions,  we  would  have  cut  out  all  of  the 
controliabies  and  made  our  budget  to 
tally  uncontrollables. 

I  can  only  say  to  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  that  he  is  fighting  a  great 
and  wonderful  battle.  However,  in  my 
argument  with  the  Senator  2  days  ago 
when  we  talked  about  the  controliabies 
and  uncontrollables,  it  really  means  that 
we  sit  here  and  say  that  out  of  some 
$187.9  billion,  the  Senate  is  capable  of 
controlling  some  $80  billion  and  totally 
incapable  of  controlling  the  remainder. 

I  think  it  becomes  quite  a  game  that 
we  play.  I  am  not  certain  how  it  appears 
in  the  newspapers  when  published,  but  it 
is  a  little  disillusioning. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  appreciate  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator.  , 

The  pending  amendment  has  as  much 
appeal  as  the  last  amendment  agreed  to 
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by  the  Saiate.  However,  if  we  are  going 
to  make  expenditure  reductions,  we  wUl 
have  to  cut  out  some  programs  in  which 
we  all  believe. 

I  think  we  have  to  remember  that  there 
are  a  lot  Of  housewives  who  go  to  the 
butcher  shop  each  week  and  see  the 
prices  on  breakfast  bacon  going  up  and 
up  and  up.  Inflation  is  taking  pennies 
out  of  the  dollar. 

Federal  spending  constitutes  a  major 
cause  of  inflation  in  this  country,  and  we 
must  do  something  to  half  it. 

Congress  imposed  a  surtax.  I  voted 
against  that.  I  would  vote  for  a  surtax  if 
I  were  convinced  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  done  everything  it  could 
possibly  do  to  stop  wasting  money  on 
programs  and  activities  that  are  not 
meritorious  and  to  improve  the  efficiency 
in  administration  of  others.  Thus  far, 
I  am  not  convinced  that  it  has  done  this. 

If  we  are  serious  about  fighting  infla¬ 
tion  and  about  the  need  for  raising  taxes 
and  taking  money  away  from  American 
businesses  and  the  working  man  and 
woman  to  fight  inflation,  we  have  to  be 
equally  serious  about  curbing  our  ap¬ 
petite  for  more  and  larger  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  and  Federal  expenditures.  The 
soundness  of  the  dollar  both  at  home  and 
abroad  is  at  stake.  The  equity  of  our 
actions  against  those  we  force  on  busi¬ 
nesses  and  consumers  by  siphoning  off 
some  of  their  earnings  in  taxes  is  an  is¬ 
sue.  If  we  are  to  defend  the  value  of  the 
dollar,  we  must  defer  many  things  until  a 
more  appropriate  time,  no  matter  how 
desirable  they  might  seem.  This  is  what 
Congress  is  asking  wage  earners  to  do 
with  the  income  tax  surcharge.  It  is  what 
w'e  are  asking  businesses  to  do  with  both 
the  surcharge  and  the  pending  repeal  of 
the  investment  tax  credit,  and  it  is  what 
we  have  to  do  to  the  growth  of  Federal 
spending. 

If  we  raise  taxes  and  raise  spending 
too,  we  continue  to  place  a  double  bite 
on  our  people  both  through  taxes  and  in¬ 
creased  prices. 

The  way  to  help  all  our  people,  but 
particularly  those  with  low  incomes,  with 
fixed  incomes,  and  with  no  available  re¬ 
serve  of  savings,  is  to  get  control  of  the 
trend  on  ever-increasing  prices  we  all 
have  to  pay  just  to  live.  We  cannot  get 
the  cost  of  .living  under  control  if  we 
continue  to  spend  a  little  more  here  and 
a  little  more  there  in  the  hundreds  of 
places  where  we  all  agree  a  little  more 
might  be  desirable.  We  must  distinguish 
between  what  we  have  to  do  and  what  we 
might  like  to  do  if  conditions  were  favor¬ 
able.  Conditions  are  not  favorable  when 
prices  are  rising  and  when  our  action  of 
a  little  more  here  and  a  little  more  there 
will  be  self-defeating  by  making  it  even 
more  difficult  for  our  people  to  buy  the 
essentials  of  life.  I  am  talking  about  that 
housewife  who,  in  the  face  of  a  fixed  in¬ 
come  or  a  low  or  moderate  income,  would 
like  to  put  some  breakfast  bacon  on  the 
table  once  a  week,  but  who,  because  of 
spiralling  prices,  is  prevented  from  doing 
so. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON,  We  are  not  deter¬ 
mining  the  health  appropriation  in  this 
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amendment  or  in  this  bill.  We  may  even¬ 
tually  cut  the  health  appropriations  even 
more  than  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  suggests  by  his  amendment.  We 
just  did  not  want  health  to  be  in  a  'posi¬ 
tion  different  from  that  of  education  and 
welfare. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am 
aware  of  that. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  say  that  we  are 
not  determining  the  health  appropria¬ 
tion  today.  We  are  going  to  determine 
that  after  hearings. 

As  for  the  woman  who  goes  to  the  mar¬ 
ket,  I  want  to  see  that  she  is  alive  and 
healthy,  too. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  So  do  I. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  And  that  her  chil¬ 
dren  have  every  opportunity  to  have  the 
best  of  medical  care  and  research. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Senr 
ator  does  not  stand  in  a  position  differ¬ 
ent  from  that  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  WILIjIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WTTiTiTAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  concur  in  the  argument  that 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  mak¬ 
ing  today.  I  only  wish  I  had  been  able  to 
convert  him  yesterday.  The  argument  I 
made  yesterday  is  valid  today.  Once 
Members  start  selecting  their  pet  pro¬ 
grams  for  exemption  they  have  a  job  to 
argue  against  selecting  others. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  has 
brought  up  a  proposal  to  exempt  the 
health  program.  He  made  a  very  good 
argument.  An  equally  good  argument 
can  be  made  for  several  other  programs. 

For  example,  yesterday  Congress  did 
exempt  price-support  programs  for  agri¬ 
culture  products.  Congress  exempted  all 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  ex¬ 
penditures,  the  food  for  peace,  the  school 
lunch  program,  and  so  forth.  Congress 
has  exempted  all  public  assistance  grants, 
including  medicaid.  Congress  has  ex¬ 
empted  the  Post  Office  Department.  Con¬ 
gress  exampted  itself,  the  legislative 
branch,  from  any  controls  in  Government 
spending.  Congress  has  exempted  the 
judiciary  along  with  many  others,  and 
these  were  controllable  items — just  as 
controllable  as  are  the  items  involved  in 
the  pending  amendment. 

I  say  that  as  one  who  will  not  support 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  but  I  did 
not  support  the  exemption  for  those 
other  programs  either. 

I  think  that  once  we  move  into  the 
area  of  selecting  those  to  be  exempted 
Congress  will  end  up  exempting  every¬ 
thing  and  end  up  with  no  control  and  no 
ceilings.  I  said  yesterday — and  I  repeat — 
that  we  need  valid  expenditure  ceiling, 
but  with  all  due  respect,  we  do  not  have 
one  before  us  now,  with  or  without  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington.  The  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington  may  open  the  door  a 
little  wider;  but  the  big  barn  doors  are 
open  now,  and  I  do  not  see  any  difference 
in  opening  another  door.  Congress  has 
already  claimed  that  it  wants  to  cut 
spending,  but  when  the  chips  are  down  it 
does  not  want  to  cut  spending  on  any 
of  its  pet  programs. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Magnuson)  . 


It  seems  to  me  that  no  governmental  ac¬ 
tivity  is  entitled  to  more  special  attention 
than  health.  This  is  true  of  all  of  the 
health  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  It  is  particularly  true  of  the 
Indian  Public  Health  Service.  I  call  the 
attention  of  Senators  to  a  statement  I 
made  on  March  26, 1969,  on  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  S.  1691,  pointing  out  the  serious 
problems  caused  in  the  Indian  Public 
Health  Service  by  last  year’s  limitation 
on  personnel.  We  should  not  make  this 
worse.  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  modified  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Washington  to  the 
committee  amendment.  On  this  question, 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Hart)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee),  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre),  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Yarborough)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
Gravel)  ,  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Hart),  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  McIntyre),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough) 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  tlie  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Saxbe)  is  detained 
on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  45, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

[No.  38  Leg.] 

TEAS — 45 


Aiken 

Gore 

Mondale 

Bayh 

Harris 

Montoya 

Bible 

Hartke 

Muskle 

Brooke 

Hatfield 

Nelson 

Burdick 

Holllngs 

Pas  tore 

Cannon 

Hughes 

Pell 

Case 

Inouye 

Prouty 

Cotton 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Cranston 

Javlts 

Rlblcoff 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Schwelker 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Eagleton 

Mathias 

Symington 

Pong 

McCarthy 

Tydlngs 

Pulbrlght 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

GoodeU 

Metcalf 

NAYS — 47 

Young,  Ohio 

Allen 

Ervin 

Packwood 

Allott 

Fannin 

Pearson 

Baker 

Goldwater 

Percy 

Bellmon 

Griffin 

Proxmire 

Bennett 

Gurney 

Russell 

Boggs 

Hansen 

Scott 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Smith 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Sparkman 

Church 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennls 

Cook 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stevens 

Cooper 

Long 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Dlrksen 

McClellan 

Tower 

Dole 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ellender 

Murphy 

NOT  VOTING- 

-8 

Anderson 

McGee 

Saxbe 

Gravel 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Moss 

So  Mr.  Magnuson’s  modified  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment  was 
rejected. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
&^r66d  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  as  amended. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  the  action  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  just  taken  on  the  last  two  votes 
suggests  to  me  the  wisdom  of  including 
in  the  Senate  provision  on  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  spending  a  provision  which  is 
foimd  in  the  House  bill.  I  would  like  to 
refer  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  to  page  70,  lines  7  through 
14.  I  have  at  the  desk  an  amendment 
covering  this  point,  but  I  should  like  to 
discuss  it  with  the  Senator  first. 

If  I  may  read  the  language,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Senate,  it  is  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  whenever  action,  or  inac¬ 
tion,  by  the  Congress  on  requests  for  ap¬ 
propriations  and  other  budgetary  proposals 
varies  from  the  President’s  recommendations 
thereon,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and  to 
the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of 
such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending,  and  the  limitation  set  forth 
therein  shall  be  correspondingly  adjusted. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  persua¬ 
sive  and  eloquent  arguments  this  after¬ 
noon  urging  us  to  exempt  education  and 
health  from  the  limitations  imposed  by 
the  bill.  We  are  just  at  the  beginning  of 
the  appropriations  process  in  Congress, 
and  we  will  be  considering  many  appro¬ 
priations  bills  before  we  are  through.  It 
therefore  seems  to  me  that  we  should 
include  in  the  bill  a  realistic  recognition 
of  the  fact  that,  from  time  to  time,  indi¬ 
vidual  Senators  will  want  to  ask  the 
Senate  to  consider  adjustments  based 
upon  the  merits  of,  say,  water  pollution, 
education,  and  various  other  programs. 
I  think  it  is  wise  to  adopt  a  celling  at 
this  point,  recognizing  the  President’s 
recommendations  and  undertaking  to  set 
a  benchmark  for  us  to  follow.  We  know, 
if  we  are  intellectually  honest  about  it, 
that  from  time  to  time,  during  the  course 
of  this  session,  we  may  want  to  consider 
variations  from  the  President’s  budget 
recommendations  which  may  or  may  not 
breach  the  ceiling. 

The  language  I  have  read  here,  which 
was  included  in  the  House  bill,  gives  us 
a  procedure  for  handling  it  without  be¬ 
ing  dishonest  about  it. 

Thus,  I  should  like  to  propose  the 
amendment  and  would  like  to  get  the 
reaction  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

I  have  discussed  it  with  him  earlier  and 
he  seemed  somewhat  receptive  to  this 
approach. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  think  that  the  distinguished 
Senator’s  suggestion  is  a  very  important 
contiibution  here.  Unless  this  is  done, 
the  President — certainly  the  Congress — 
would  not  be  kept  informed  as  to  the 
expenditm-e  impact  resulting  from  in- 
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creases  cuts  in  or  appropriations  that 
Congress  might  make. 

I  think  it  is  impoi-tant  that  Congress 
be  kept  informed  of  the  expenditure  im¬ 
pact  of  its  appropriation  actions. 

I  would  ask  the  Senator  if  he  would 
be  willing  to  go  one  step  further.  I  am 
glad  he  has  called  this  to  our  attention. 
I  think  the  proviso  should  be  in  the  bill 
and  I  wonder  whether  he  would  go  one 
step  further  and  add  subsection  (b), 
which  was  stricken  from  the  House  lan¬ 
guage,  and  which  merely  states  that  the 
Director  of  the  Bm’eau  of  the  Budget  will 
make  these  reports  beginning  the  first 
full  month  aftCT  the  passage  of  this  act, 
and  each  month  thereafter,  duiing  the 
first  session,  and  then  once  each  quarter 
thereafter,  through  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year,  so  that  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  will  not  have  to  inform 
the  Congress  of  the  expenditure  impact 
immediately  following  each  appropria¬ 
tion  cut  or  appropriation  increase  but 
he  will  have  a  time  set  forth  in  which 
he  would  be  expected  to  make  such  a 
report  to  the  Congress  and  the  President. 

Mr.  MUSKCE.  Yes.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  suggestion  is  well  taken.  I  would 
be  happy  to  include  it  in  my  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  So,  Mr. 
President,  if  the  Senator  will  so  modify 
his  amendment,  I  will  gladly  accept  it 
as  modified. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  is  at  the  desk  and  I  offer  it 
at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  71,  after  line  16,  insert: 

“Provided  further.  That  whenever  action, 
or  inaction  by  the  Congress  on  requests  for 
appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  from  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  thereon,  the  Directctt-  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the 
effect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expend¬ 
itures  and  net  lending,  and  the  limitation 
Bet  forth  herein  shall  be  correspondingly  ad¬ 
justed:  Provided  further.  That  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report 
periodically  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  operation  of  this  section.  The 
first  such  report  shall  be  made  at  the  end 
of  the  first  month  which  begins  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subsequent  re¬ 
ports  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  each  cal¬ 
endar  month  during  the  first  session  of  the 
ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each 
calendar  quarter  thereafter.” 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  this  simply  requires  that  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
inform  the  President  and  Congress  at 
certain  intervals  as  to  the  impact  we 
have  made  through  our  cuts  or  increases 
in  appropriations  on  the  $1.9  billion 
expenditure  reduction  required  by  the 
bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Maine  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment,  if  adopted,  will  it  automatically 
eradicate  from  the  bill  the  two  rather 
inconsistent  provisions  which  have  just 
been  adopted? 


Mr.  MUSKIE.  No.  This  amendment 
does  not  touch  that  at  all. 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  does  not  change  the 
ultimate  amount  fixed  as  a  goal  by  the 
Senate  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  wish  it  would  eradi¬ 
cate  these  other  actions,  not  the  goal, 
but  the  inconsistent  provisions  we  have 
adopted. 

I  highly  commend  the  Senator  for  of¬ 
fering  the  amendment.  I  am  entirely  for 
it.  I  think  that  this  matter  of  setting 
up  a  ceiling  works  exactly  opposite  to 
what  is  intended  because  every  Member, 
consciously  or  subconsciously,  thinks 
that  he  can  vote  for  any  kind  of  appro¬ 
priation  he  wants  to  and  that  because 
there  is  a  ceiling,  it  is  not  going  to  do 
any  harm  because  the  President  or  some¬ 
one  else — some  nebulous  authority  some¬ 
where — will  balance  the  books.  The  re¬ 
sult  is  that  we  simply  promote  our  own 
irresponsibility. 

I  felt  that  the  entire  House  provision 
was  much  superior  to  what  has  been 
proposed  by  our  committee  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  wish  the  Senator’s  amendment  had 
started  as  a  clean  slate.  I  shall  take 
pleasure  in  supporting  it. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  may  say  that  I  was  tied 
up  elsewhere,  or  I  would  have  offered  it 
earlier  this  afternoon.  It  might  have 
forestalled  some  of  the  action  taken. 

I  think  this  amendment  will  assure 
orderly  consideration  of  any  changes  the 
Senate  wants  to  make  in  any  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  as  we  go  through  the  entire 
process  in  the  weeks  ahead. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  certainly  commend 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine 
for  his  proposal. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  read  the  language  in 
the  House  bill.  I  followed  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator. 
But  I  am  not  sure  I  understand  how  it 
works.  Suppose  in  a  given  appropriation 
bill  Copgress  saw  fit  to  disallow  a  request, 
say,  of  $100  million  for  something  within 
the  President’s  budget.  What  would 
happen  if  the  amendment  the  Senator 
proposes  were  the  law? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Then  the  Director  of  the 
Budget,  as  I  understand  it,  must  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  his 
estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  on 
expenditures  and  net  lending  and  on  the 
limitation  set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Aside  from  reporting  it, 
what  else  happens? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  language  reads: 

The  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  what  is  unclear. 
Does  it  mean,  then,  that  if  the  Congress 
saves  $100  million  in  one  instance,  the 
budget  ceiling  is  thereby  lowered  $100 
million,  or  does  it  mean  that  that  saving 
does  not  go  to  the  taxpayers  or  to  the 
Treasury,  but  makes  it  possible  to  raise 
some  other  item  in  the  appropriation 
process?  I  do  not  think  it  is  clear  what 
the  language,  that  the  ceiling  shall  be 
appropriately  adjusted,  means.  Adjusted 
to  what? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  As  I  understand  it,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
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to  keep  a  running  record  of  the  net  im¬ 
pact  and  net  result  of  the  adjustments 
in  appropriations  made  by  the  Congi-ess 
from  the  President’s  budget  estimates. 
Those  figures  should  be  available  to  us 
on  a  running  basis,  but,  in  any  case, 
under  the  second  part  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  we  would  have  a  formal  report  at 
the  end  of  each  month. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But  what  does  that 
change?  ’That  is  my  question. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  May  I  answer  the  qus- 
tion  first?  What  is  changed,  if  there  is 
a  change,  is  the  spending  ceiling. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Changed  in  what  way? 
If  the  Congress  saves  some  money,  if 
the  Congress  declines  to  appropriate, 
say,  $100  million,  does  the  ceiling  then 
come  down  $100  million,  or  does  the 
ceiling  remain  the  same  and  that  money 
is  available  for  some  other  purpose? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  As  I  understand  it,  it 
would  go  up  or  down  depending  on  the 
nature  of  the  adjustment  Congress  has 
made.  Let  me  say  this  is  language  from 
the  House  bill.  I  am  not  certain  of  the 
House  interpretation  of  the  language, 
but,  as  I  read  the  language — and  this  is 
what  attracted  me  to  it — ^I  think  the 
effect  is  to  change  the  ceiling  up  or  down 
depending  on  action  the  Congress  takes 
with  respect  to  each  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  So  the  more  we  save  in 
the  appropriation  process,  the  lower  the 
overall  ceiling  becomes? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  That  is  as  I  imderstand 
it. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  it  is  most  un¬ 
clear  what  it  means. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  will  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Maine  if  it  does 
not  mean  exactly  this:  that  every  time 
the  Senate  cuts  an  appropriation,  every 
Senator  knows  he  is  reducing  the  ag¬ 
gregate  appropriations  for  the  year,  or 
at  least  at  that  point  he  is  reducing 
them  by  so  much,  and  every  time  we 
exceed  it,  everyone  who  votes  for  it 
knows  he  is  voting  to  push  Up  the  ag¬ 
gregate  spending  for  the  year.  Conse¬ 
quently,  there  is  an  incentive  every  time 
we  vote,  either  because  we  are  pushing 
it  up  or  we  are  doing  the  praiseworthy 
thing,  in  most  cases,  of  reducing  the  ul¬ 
timate  spending. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  That  is  exactly  as  I 
imderstand  it. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  it  is  true  that  our  ac¬ 
tions  on  an  appropriation  bill  result  in 
exceeding  the  President’s  budget,  and 
we  therefore  raise  the  ceiling  established 
in  this  act  by  that  much,  which  means 
that  we  have  no  ceiling — that  we  have  a 
ceiling  until  we  vote  money  to  raise  it — 
does  not  the  language  become  meaning¬ 
less? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  No.  I  agree- that  that  is 
the  effect,  but  I  say  that  does  not  render 
the  action  taken  today  meaningless,  in 
my  judgment.  We  are  setting  the  ceiling. 
The  Senator  knows,  from  the  experience 
we  had  in  the  Senate  last  year,  that  the 
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setting  of  the  ceiling  did  not  act  as  a 
prohibition,  subsequently,  against  in¬ 
creases  in  spending  by  the  Congress — we 
approved  increases  for  controllers  in  our 
airport  towers,  for  example. 

I  am  saying  here,  let  us  set  a  ceiling, 
which  operates  as  an  inhibition  as  much 
as  it  did  last  year,  but  if  we  subsequently 
change  it,  as  I  read  the  language,  we 
get  the  impact  in  figures  from  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Budget.  The  country  gets  it. 
The  President  gets  it.  We  get  it  for  what¬ 
ever  infiuence  it  wilt  have  on  our  votes 
on  those  appropriations. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  commend  that  part  of 
the  amendment  which  directs  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  to  send  down  that  infor¬ 
mation.  I  think  it  is  a  good  tiring  for 
the  Congress  to  have,  and  I  think  it  is 
a  good  thing  for  the  public  to  have,  and 
I  think  it  is  a  good  thing  for  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  have.  We  call  it  a  ceiling,  but  it 
is  a  sort  of  telescoping  process — if  the 
Congress  continues  to  increase  appro¬ 
priations,  the  ceiling  always  goes  up. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  do  not  think  it  changes 
what  it  is  going  to  be,  anyway.  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  I  think  it  is  a  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  realities  at  this  point. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think,  in  light  of  the 
language  adopted,  what  the  Senator  is 
saying  is  correct— you  cannot  have  a 
ceiling  and  have  holes  in  it. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  is  not  a  fact  that  this 
is  not  a  ceiling,  because  it  never  has 
been  and  it  never  will  be?  It  is  a  goal.  I 
think  the  Senator,  in  his  earlier  remarks, 
referred  to  a  hallmark.  But  it  is  a  goal 
rather  than  a  ceiling.  It  is  a  goal  we  set 
for  ourselves.  We  know,  and  everyone 
who  knows  the  appropriating  process 
knows,  that  is  all  it  is  and  all  it  was  last 
year.  But  the  people  do  not  know  it.  I 
agi’ee  with  the  Senator  that  this  ap¬ 
proach  is  the  most  honest,  and  also  puts 
evei*y  Senator  on  his  clear  duty  and 
notice  that  when  he  casts  a  vote  he  is 
either  bringing  that  goal  nearer  or  else 
he  is  pushing  it  away.  Therefore,  we  are 
not  divesting  ourselves  of  personal  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  May  I  make  one  com¬ 
ment  in  response?  Then  I  win  sdeld  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

To  do  otherwise  is  to  suggest  that  we 
adopt  as  a  ceiling  the  President’s  budget 
estimate.  That  is  delegating  to  him  the 
appropriation  process.  We  have  the  duty, 
and  the  privilege,  I  think,  of  evaluating 
these  budget  estimates  for  ourselves  arid 
passing  judgment  on  them,  increasing 
them  or  decreasing  them;  and  we  do 
both.  It  seems  to  me  that  by  setting  a 
ceiling  as  a  goal,  and  stiU  preserving  the 
realistic  recognition  of  our  own  duty 
and  still  continuing  a  role  In  the  ap¬ 
propriation  process,  we  are  being  realis¬ 
tic  and  honest. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOT ill  AND.  I  want  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  we  are  talking  about  two 
different  things.  The  proposed  ceiling  is 
a  ceiling  on  expenditures.  The  matter 


which  will  be  reported  to  us  and  which 
we  might  otherwise  not  know  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  how  our  reduction  or  increase  of 
appropriations — not  expenditures — will 
be  reflected  in  the  expenditure  budget 
for  1970. 

That  is  Information  we  need  to  have. 
It  is  information  that  does  bear  on  the 
success  of. our  efforts.  I  think  this  is  a 
good  proposal.  However,  we  should  very 
carefully  distinguish  between  the  two 
things,  because  the  amendment  would 
provide  that  when  Congress  exceeds  or 
goes  under  the  request  of  the  President 
for  appropriations  or  other  budgetary 
proposals — as  for  contractual  authoriza¬ 
tions— that  fact  should  be  reported  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  the  Budget  Bureau  should  re¬ 
port  to  the  President  and  to  Congress 
how  that  action  affects  the  expenditure 
budget  for  1970.  Otherwise,  we  will 'not 
know  that. 

Supose  we  pass  an  appropriation  bill  in 
October,  as  we  have  done  many  times, 
and  the  appropriation  was  not  designed, 
in  the  beginning,  to  be  spent  in  1  year, 
but  we  know  now  that  the  1  year’s  por¬ 
tion  is  going  to  be  spent  over  a  lesser 
period  than  1  year.  The  Director  of  the 
Budget  will  know  when  he  will  begin  to 
approve  payments  from  that  appropria¬ 
tion — in  other  words,  when  the  adminis¬ 
trative  setup  has  been  completed — and 
can  report  to  us  how  much  will  be  ex¬ 
pended  out  of  that  appropriation  prior  to 
June  30, 1970. 

I  think  this  is  a  good  provision,  and 
something  like  it  is  the  only  way  in  which 
we  will  be  able  to  keep  up  with  the  effect 
on  the  expenditures  budget  of  our  own 
action  on  the  appropriations  budget.  I 
wish  to  make  that  point  very  clear. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  The  Senator  is  a  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  and 
more  experienced  at  Interpreting  this 
kind  of  language  than  I;  so  I  appreciate 
having  his  comments  as  a  part  of  the 
legislative  history. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  second  straight  year  that  members 
of  the  Appropriations  Committees  have 
recommended  that  Congress  impose  limi¬ 
tations  on  expenditures,  and  there  are 
strong  arguments  for  such  limits  in  light 
of  the  inflationary  pressures  on  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  economy. 

But  arbitrary  ceilings  threaten  to  cut 
the  budget  of  the  hunger  programs  while 
millions  starve,  to  lower  investments  in 
education  programs  when  the  education 
of  so  many  of  our  young  people  is  clearly 
inadequate  and  to  undermine  the  com¬ 
mitments  we  have  made  to  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  programs,  housing  construc¬ 
tion,  medical  care,  summer  jobs,  and  pov¬ 
erty  programs.  Most  of  these  programs 
have  not  even  been  funded  at  half  of 
their  authorized  levels.  Crying  needs 
have  gone  unanswered. 

All  of  us  are  aware  of  these  needs. 
Many  of  us  have  gone  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  request  higher 
appropriations  for  programs  to  which  we 
are  deeply  committed;  others  will  make 
similar  requests  later  in  the  session. 

America  faces  a  problem  of  priorities, 
and  Congress  has  taken  the  lead  in  try¬ 
ing  to  carve  out  America’s  new  priorities 


and  to  implement  them.  We  are  already 
restricted  in  our  efforts  to  deal  with  the 
critical  problems  that  face  the  Nation 
by  the  pressures  of  inflation,  and  it  would 
be  a  grave  mistake  to  further  restrict  our 
options  by  imposing  the  strict  celling  on 
expenditures  which  the  committee  has 
recommended. 

The  ceiling  is  retained  as  a  goal,  but 
this  amendment  incorporates  the  House- 
passed  provisions  that  congressional  de¬ 
cisions  on  increasing  or  decreasing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  particular  items  may 
adjust  the  ceiling  up  or  down. 

The  President  has  made  cuts  in  the 
budget,  and  the  Congress  should  respect 
his  decisions  in  setting  an  initial  ceiling, 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  budget  and  increases  in  others  that 
the  Congress  may  wish  to  make  in  the 
next  few  months.  There  is  no  reason  why 
we  should  tie  our  hands  this  early.  There¬ 
fore,  I  urge  the  Senate  to  accept  the 
alternative  language  which  I  now  offer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  as  I  understand  it,  the  pend¬ 
ing  vote  is  on  the  Byrd  committee 
amendment,  as  it  has  been  modified  by 
all  the  exceptions  that  have  been  thought 
of  up  to  this  point.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  one  who  has  advocated  a 
ceiling  on  Government  spending.  I  think 
we  need  a  ceiling  on  expenditures.  I  was 
the  author  of  the  first  expenditure  ceil¬ 
ing  which  went  through  Congress  last 
year  as  part  of  the  tax  increase  bill. 

I  said  then  and  I  feel  now  that  when 
Congress  considers  the  question  of  in¬ 
creasing  taxes  it  is  just  as  important  that 
Congress  consider  what  it  is  going  to  do 
with  spending  as  well  as  what  it  is  going 
to  do  with  bringing  in  additional  reve¬ 
nue;  and  if  we  were  only  going  to  raise 
taxes  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  in  $8 
billion  or  $10  billion  more  to  pour  into 
the  spending  stream,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  we  are  only  defeating  the  purpose 
and  creating  more  inflation.  I  happen  to 
be  one  who  thinks  that  many  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  citizens  have  as  much  intelligence 
and  sense  about  how  to  spend  their  dol¬ 
lars  as  does  some  bureaucrat  in  Wash¬ 
ington. 

The  so-called  ceiling  we  have  before 
us  today  is  a  ceiling  in  name  only.  I  shall 
vote  against  it.  I  will  not  be  a  party  to 
supporting  a  principle  which  apparently 
seeks  to  give  to  the  American  people  the 
idea  that  Congress  is  launching  an  econ¬ 
omy  drive  and  that  we  are  putting  a  ceil¬ 
ing  on  expenditures.  In  reality  Congress 
is  doing  nothing  of  the  kind,  but  rather 
here  today  the  Senate  has  laid  the 
groundwork  for  the  largest  spending 
spree  that  has  ever  been  conceived, 
greater  than  those  of  either  the  John¬ 
son  administration  or  the  Kennedy 
administration. 

I  wish  to  review  briefly  just  what  these 
exemptions  for  various  programs  mean 
mathematically;  and  if  anyone  wishes  to 
take  exception  to  my  figures  as  we  go 
along  and  point  out  where  I  am  in  error  I 
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shall  be  glad  to  yield  at  any  time  because 
I  think  this  is  one  of  the  greatest  farces 
ever  suggested,  as  far  as  the  American 
people  are  concerned. 

We  start  out  with  the  committee  pro¬ 
posal  of  a  ceiling  of  $187.9  billion  on  ex¬ 
penditures  for  fiscal  1970,  as  compared 
with  the  ceiling  that  was  projected  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  amendment  of 
$192.9  billion. 

On  the  surface  that  looks  as  though 
the  Senate  were  saving  $5  billion.  But  let 
us  see  what  we  are  doing. 

No.  1,  we  start  out,  on  page  71,  para¬ 
graph  (1),  where  we  find  reference  to 
the  open  ended  programs  and  fixed  costs 
in  the  table  appearing  on  page  16  of  the 
budget  of  the  United  States.  They  are 
exempted  to  the  extent  that  the  expendi¬ 
tures  for  those  programs  in  fiscal  1970 
exceed  the  1969  level. 

Let  us  refer  to  page  16  of  the  budget. 
As  the  first  item  there  we  find  social 
security,  medicare,  and  social  insurance 
trust  funds.  This  exception  adds  $2.9 
billion  as  an  expected  increase  over  the 
1969  budget.  That  automatically — and 
I  emphasize  the  word  automatically — 
raises  the  committee  ceiling  of  $187.9 
billion  by  $2.9  billion,  and  we  now  have 
a  ceiling  of  $190.8  billion. 

The  next  item  exempted  is  interest  on 
the  national  debt.  That  is  projected  at 
$800  million  over  1969;  so  that  adds  an¬ 
other  $800  million,  and  we  now  have  a 
ceiling  of  $191.6  billion. 

The  next  item  exempts  all  civilian  and 
military  pay  increases.  These  are  the  ones 
that  are  supposed  to  go  into  effect  July  1 
and  were  referred  to  in  the  President’s 
message  yesterday.  In  1969  there  was 
nothing  for  that  item,  because  these 
salary  increases  do  not  go  into  effect 
until  July  1,  1969,  but  the  cost  of  these 
increases  is  projected  as  an  extra  $2.8 
billion  for  the  1970  fiscal  year;  so, 
therefore,  that  is  another  automatic 
increase,  bringing  the  ceiling  up  to  $194.4 
billion. 

The  next  exemption  is  the  public  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  including  medicaid. 
That  adds  another  $1.1  billion,  and  we 
have  a  ceiling  now  of  $195.5  billion. 

Farm  price  support  programs  are  esti¬ 
mated  in  this  budget  as  being  $500  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  last  year;  so  we  subtract 
the  $500  million  and  are  back  to  $195 
billion — although  I  might  add  that  there 
is  a  big  doubt  in  my  mind  as  to  whether 
that  item  will  materialize  as  a  savings. 

The  next  two  items  cancel  out,  because 
postal  operations  add  $100  million  and 
then  there  is  an  item  designated 
“other” — I  have  no  idea  what  the  “other” 
means  except  that  it  involves  projected 
expenditures  of  $1.5  billion  next  year — 
supposedly  representing  savings  of  $100 
million  there.  But  when  these  tabulations 
are  considered  there  is  a  $195  billion 
ceiling  on  the  bill  now  before  us. 

Then  we  take  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Maine  that  has  just  been 
agreed  to,  and  we  find  both  ends  of  the 
barn  open  and  the  roof  off.  The  American 
people  should  know  we  have  no  ceiling 
whatsoever,  so  why  try  to  kid  them.  Let 
me  read  it. 

This  says: 

That  whenever  action,  or  inaction  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 


other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shaU 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Ck>ngress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or 
inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending, 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

That  means  the  flexible  ceiling  will  be 
raised  automatically  to  cover  any  ex¬ 
penditure  increase  which  this  Congress 
may  approve.  In  addition,  under  the 
Muskie  amendment  the  ceiling  auto¬ 
matically  rises  by  the  inaction  of  Con¬ 
gress  on  a  recommendation  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  asking  for  new  revenues. 

Now,  what  are  some  of  the  proposals 
the  Pr^ident  h^  made?  He  suggested 
that  we  raise  postage  rates  effective 
July  1  of  this  year,  which  will  bring  in 
$519  million  additional  revenue.  I  have 
as  yet  to  see  any  bills  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  to  raise  those  rates,  and  every 
Senator  knows  they  are  not  going  to 
be  raised,  at  least  effective  July  1.  That 
automatically — and  I  emphasize  again 
the  word  automatically — adds  $519  mil¬ 
lion  to  this  flexible  ceiling.  So  we  are 
back  to  a  $195.5  billion  ceiling. 

Now,  it  is  true  that  when  you  move 
over  to  the  amendment  exempting 
Southeast  Asia  costs  in  section  2  of  the 
committee’s  bill,  the  budget  projection 
on  page  27  indicates  there  will  be  a  $3.4 
billion  reduction  on  that  item,  and  if 
that  reduction  materializes  it  will  reduce 
the  ceiling  correspondingly.  But  even 
then  we  will  have  the  figure  of  $192.1 
billion  as  a  ceiling. 

Then  there  are  other  exemptions 
added  here  today.  The  Senate  has  ex¬ 
empted  HETW,  or  a  good  substantial  part 
of  HEW.  I  have  no  idea  exactly  what 
that  extra  exemption  means;  however, 
I  understand  that  this  one  action  is  well 
in  excess  of  $1  billion. 

Congress  has  exempted  the  impacted 
areas,  which  adds  another  $200  million. 

We  have  been  unable  to  get  any  esti¬ 
mate  on  section  2  of  the  committee  bill 
as  to  what  the  net  increase  would  be, 
but  I  imderstand  it  is  in  excess  of  a 
billion  dollars. 

Under  any  circumstances,  we  have  a 
ceiling  of  approximately  $195  blUlon. 
Under  the  committee  proposal  there  will 
be  a  higher  spending  ceiling  than  even 
President  Johnson  proposed,  and  he  was 
no  piker  when  it  came  to  talking  about 
spending  the  taxpayers’  money. 

I  certainly  will  not  be  a  party  to  ap¬ 
proving  any  such  farce. 

I  think  we  need  expenditure  control; 
however,  it  is  certain  that  no  expendi¬ 
ture  control  is  involved  here. 

I  refer  to  another  item  in  President 
Johnson’s  budget — and  that  is  all  this 
bill  relates  to.  President  Johnson’s 
budget,  not  the  Nixon  budget— the  Presi¬ 
dent  recommended  an  increase  of  social 
security  taxes  of  $1.6  billion  next  year. 

I  have  as  yet  to  hear  anyone  come  up 
and  say,  “I  am  recommending  or  intro¬ 
ducing  a  bill  to  raise  the  social  security 
taxes.”  By  our  inaction  or  failure  to  act 
on  the  President’s  request  it  automati¬ 
cally  adds  another  $1.6  billion  to  the 
budget. 

Then  there  is  a  budget  proposal  to  add 
a  user’s  tax  on  the  airwaves — $400  mil¬ 
lion.  That  has  been  suggested  by  both 
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Presidents,  and  I  have  as  yet  to  hear 
any  enthusiasm  in  that  direction.  There 
is  $400  million  Involved  In  that  proposal, 
and  unless  Congress  acts  this  represents 
another  budget  change. 

When  we  get  through,  a  $200  billion 
spending  level  is  permissible  under  the 
pending  bill  without  any  further  action 
by  Congress,  and  we  never  have  to 
change  the  ceiling. 

I  have  discussed  this  with  the  officials 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  this  is 
their  mteipretation.  I  have  said,  “I  want 
no  misunderstanding  of  your  interpreta¬ 
tion  if  this  bill  Is  passed  as  it  is  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate  or  by  the  House.” 

We  have  a  situation  now  in  which  the 
House  bill  and  the  Senate  version  are  the 
same  on  these  automatic  esculations.  So 
the  language  will  not  be  in  conference. 
Therefore  this  interpretation  will  stand 
regardless  of  what  the  conferees  may 
wish  or  not  wish  to  do. 

The  Muskie  amendment  was  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  amendment. 

The  committee  bill  is  in  fact  a  floating 
ceiling.  It  floats  up  as  Congress  sees  fl.t 
to  increase  spending.  I  would  say  that 
this  version  of  a  so-caUed  spending  cell¬ 
ing  is  a  spendthrift’s  dream.  I  certainly 
want  no  part  of  it.  It  serves  but  one 
purpose,  and  that  is  to  fool  the  taxpayers. 

I  shall  vote  against  it.  I  hope  that  at 
some  later  date  Congress  will  recognize 
what  it  has  done  and  that  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  will  be  afforded  to  correct  today’s 
action.  Certainly  we  have  no  spending 
controls  here,  at  least  so  far  as  I  can  see. 
I  say  that  as  one  who  has  worked  as 
much  in  this  area  as  some  of  the  rest. 

These  interpretations  are  not  just  mine 
but  are  also  the  point  of  view  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Director  of  the  Budget. 

My  only  suggestion  is  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  insists  on  approving  the  committee’s 
recommendation  it  add  one  more  amend¬ 
ment.  That  is  an  amendment  which 
would  be  equally  popular.  Why  not  say 
in  that  amendment  that  the  Senate  loves 
mothers  and  all  of  the  little  children. 
People  like  that,  and  it  would  be  as  effec¬ 
tive  as  what  the  Senate  is  doing  here. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  a  great  deal  of  admiration 
for  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  admire 
his  courage  and  tenacity.  I  admire  his 
knowledge  in  this  and  other  fields.  I  ad¬ 
mire  him  as  a  very  honorable  opponent 
in  this  contest  in  which  we  have  been 
engaged  for  the  last  2  or  3  days.  However, 
the  Senator  used  the  word  “farce.” 

I  do  not  think  any  Senator  who  sup¬ 
ports  the  committee  provision  thinks  he 
is  engaging  in  a  farce  or  that  he  is  per¬ 
petrating  anything  on  the  Members  of 
the  Senate  or  that  he  is  trying  to  fool 
the  American  people. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  say  that  the  Senator 
is  intentionally  promoting  a  farce.  I  ex¬ 
pressed  my  high  opinion  of  the  Senator 
yesterday.  I  only  refer  to  the  committee 
proposal  as  it  is  now  before  us.  Perhaps 
“farce”  is  a  harsh  word.  Perhaps  it 
would  be  better  just  to  say  it  is  not  worth 
the  paper  it  is  written  on. 

The  fact  remains  that  this  has  no  ef¬ 
fect  whatsoever,  I  do  not  care  what 
language  is  used. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  has  every  right 
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to  place  whatever  Interpretation  he 
wishes  on  what  the  committee  has  done. 

I  just  want  to  say  in  closing  before 
we  vote  on  the  amendment  that  what 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  really  wants 
is  a  deeper  slash,  and  that  is  all  right. 
I  do  not  criticize  him  for  that.  He  also 
wants  to  exempt  fewer  activities  from 
the  cuts,  and  I  do  not  criticize  him  for 
that.  But  we  went  up  this  Hill  and  down 
on  yesterday  and  the  day  before. 

I  simply  want  to  say  in  summation 
that  what  the  committee  is  doing  here 
is  recognizing  that  some  items  are  un¬ 
predictable,  such  as  the  war  in  South¬ 
east  Asia,  and  that  others  are  manda¬ 
tory,  fixed,  or  uncontrollable.  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  figures  that  the  Senator 
has  been  using.  The  Senator  has  been 
using  the  figures  from  the  budget  docu¬ 
ment  that  came  up  here  on  January  15. 

I  am  using  the  latest  figures.  Any  Sen¬ 
ator  may  call  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
if  he  wishes  and  get  the  figures  I  have 
used.  That  is  not  too  important  at  this 
point;  however,  except  that  those  who 
read  the  Record  must  ba  put  on  notice 
that  the  figures  the  Senator  is  using  are 
old  figures  and  out  of  date. 

Mr.  WHAIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  figures  I  used  in  my  argu¬ 
ments  are  the  figures  referred  to  in  the 
committee  amendment.  I  quote  the 
source.  It  is  on  page  71,  lines  9  and  10 — 
House  document  numbered  91-15,  part 
I,  91st  Congress. 

The  committee  amendment  refers  to 
the  budget  of  the  United  States.  Here 
it  is.  I  challenge  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  to  show  anywhere  in  his  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  or  in  any  other 
amendment  attached  thereto  where  it 
refers  to  any  figures  other  than  those  in 
the  budget  of  the  United  States.  How  ac¬ 
curate  those  figures  are  is  beside  the 
point. 

Those  are  the  figures  to  which  the 
Senator’s  committee  referred.  Those  are 
the  figures  I  am  quoting.  Far  be  it  from 
me' to  defend  the  accuracy  of  President 
Johnson’s  figures,  but  those  are  the  ones 
to  which  the  committee  referred. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  bill  does  not  refer  to  figures. 
It  refers  to  items.  The  “items”  that  ap¬ 
pear  on  page  71  of  the  bill  identify  the 
items,  such  as  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia, 
interest  on  the  national  debt,  mandatory 
civilian  and  military  pay  increases,  price 
supports.  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  veterans  benefits. 

It  refers  to  the  items  but  not  to  the 
figures.  We  said  all  of  this  yesterday  and 
the  day  before. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  sueld? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pi'es- 
ident,  I  do  not  want  to  quarrel  with  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  whom  I  re¬ 
spect,  but  he  is  in  en'or.  To  prove  my 
point,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  the  part  on  page  71 
of  the  bill  from  line  1  through  line  12.  It 
speaks  for  itself. 

'There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

Provided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount 
by  which  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net 


lending  In  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than 
or  lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and 
net  lending  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  for— 

(1)  Items  designated  “Open-ended  pro¬ 
grams  and  fixed  costs"  in  the  table  appearing 
on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document 
Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first  Con¬ 
gress)  ; 

(2)  the  Item  designated  “Special  Southeast 
Asia  support”  In  the  table  appearing  on  page 
27  of  that  budget; 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  fig¬ 
ures  I  quoted  are  taken  from  page  16  of 
that  budget.  If  there  are  other  figures  I 
respectfully  ask  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  incorporate  them  in  the 
Record  at  this  point.  I  cannot  find  them. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  has  read  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  the  language  which  refers  to  the 
items  designated  at  such  and  such  a  page 
in  such  and  such  a  document.  'The  lan¬ 
guage  did  not  refer  to  figures  therein  and 
could  not  because  the  figures  will  change. 

There  still  are  several  days  in  fiscal 
year  1969.  We  do  not  know  exactly  what 
the  expenditures  will  finally  be.  I  do  not 
care  what  book  is  cited.  All  we  are  saying 
in  this  language  is  that  the  $187.9  billion 
shall  be  exceeded  by  the  amount  by 
which  the  uncontrollable  expenditures  in 
fiscal  year  1970  exceed  the  amount  spent 
in  fiscal  year  1969.  We  state  that  we  are 
exempting  certain  items,  and  we  go  to 
the  budget  document  to  find  out  what 
those  items  are.  The  Senator  has  read 
them :  Support  for  Southeast  Asia,  inter¬ 
est  on  the  national  debt,  social  security, 
and  so  on.  Those  are  the  items.  But  the 
figures  in  that  book  were  sent  up  here  on 
January  15.  The  figures  I  have  here  came 
from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  May 
20,  and  yet  even  these  latest  figures  are 
subject  to  change. 

Why  try  to  tell  the  people  that  the  fig¬ 
ures  in  that  document  of  January  15  are 
the  final  figures?  I  do  not  say  that  about 
these  May  20  figures,  but  these  do  bring 
us  to  a  closer  estimate  of  the  overall 
situation  as  it  today  stands. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  not  dispute  the  fact  that  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  the  final  figure  may  be 
when  1969  ends,  to  the  extent  that  fiscal 
1970  exceeds  them  the  projection  re¬ 
ferred  to  is  an  automatic  increase.  The 
Budget  Director’s  office  said  that  is  the 
way  they  are  going  to  interpret  the 
committee  amendment. 

I  respect  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  but  I  disagree  with  him  on  this 
point.  I  am  ready  to  vote,  but  I  shall  vote 
against  the  amendment.  As  I  stated 
earlier,  I  will  not  use  the  word  “farce”;  I 
mil  not  say  it  is  not  worth  the  paper  it 
is  written  on;  but  I  have  been  in  a  bam 
without  a  roof  and  never  got  as  wet  as 
the  American  people  are  going  to  get 
soaked  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  regardless  of  what  happens  in 
the  category  of  the  uncontrollables,  we 
cannot  control  here  today  what  is  going 
to  happen  to  the  interest  on  the  national 
debt.  We  will  have  to  pay  it.  We  do  not 
appropriate  it  every  year.  It  already  has 
been  appropriated.  We  cannot,  by  our 
action  on  an  appropriation  bill,  reduce 
the  amoimts  for  social  security.  They 
already  have  been  appropriated.  We  can¬ 


not  reduce,  by  our  actions  on  appropria¬ 
tions,  the  amounts  to  which  we  have  al¬ 
ready  committed  ourselves  for  price  sup¬ 
port  programs.  We  might  change  it  a 
year  from  now  through  legislation,  but 
we  cannot  change  the  price  supports  ex¬ 
penditure  through  appropriations.  These 
are  then  uncontrollables. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  will  not 
yield  at  this  time,  but  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  later. 

These  are  areas  in  which  we  really 
have  no  control  unless  we  change  the 
basic  laws.  We  have  to  appropriate  what¬ 
ever  we  are  committed  to  appropriate. 
But  there  are  other  areas  which  are  con¬ 
trollable  and  in  which  we  can  execute  re¬ 
ductions. 

We  are  not  putting  anything  over  on 
anybody,  and  nobody  will  get  wet  be¬ 
cause  of  the  holes  in  the  roof  of  the 
bam  that  has  both  doors  open.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  simply  saying  that,  so  far  as 
the  controllables  are  concerned.  Congress 
and/or  the  administration  must  make 
not  less  than  a  $1.9  billion  reduction 
under  the  President’s  estimates  in  fiscal 
year  1970. 

It  is  written  in  here  to  that  effect,  and 
it  is  as  plain  as  the  nose  on  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  face.  I  shall  read  it: 

Such  reservations  by  the  President  shail 
be  in  amounts  sufficient  to  insure  reduc¬ 
tions  of  not  less  than  $1.9  billion. 

Now,  that  is  in  the  controllables.  Who 
would  expect  us  to  reduce  the  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  uncontrollables?  All  we  can 
do  is  reduce  the  expenditures  in  the  con¬ 
trollables.  If  the  Senator  wants  to  force 
Congress  or  the  President  to  reduce  those 
controllable  expenditures  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  $5  or  $10  billion,  let  him  offer  his 
amendment,  and  we  will  vote  on  it.  But 
that  is  all  we  can  do.  That  is  all  God’s 
angel’s  can  expect  us  to  do — to  cut  or  to 
raise  the  expenditures  in  those  items 
which  are  controllable  and  which  an¬ 
nually  come  before  Congress  for  its  deci¬ 
sion.  Parenthetically,  may  I  say  that  of 
the  $210  billion  in  the  1970,  only  $143.8 
billion  will  be  within  reach  of,  and  subject 
to,  congressional  action. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  not  delay  this  vote.  We 
have  debated  this  amendment  for  2  days. 

The  Senator  spoke  of  noncontrollable 
expenditures,  and  then  he  mentioned 
price  support  programs.  These  are  con¬ 
trollable  expenditures.  It  is  expected  that 
next  week  a  bill  will  be  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate — the  House  already  has  acted  on 
it — to  limit  to  $20,000  the  payments  to 
any  one  farmer  under  the  agriculture 
program.  If  the  Senate  sustains  the 
House  action  it  will  make  a  difference  of 
approximately  $200  million  in  the  cost 
of  administering  the  program,  and  half 
of  this  savings  will  be  into  the  next  fiscal 
year. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
are  other  controllable  items  which  have 
been  exempted  under  the  committee 
bill.  Why  exempt  the  legislative  branch? 
Why  exempt  the  judiciary?  These  are 
items  which  can  be  controlled,  and  in 
my  opinion  we  will  have  to  control  them 
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if  we  really  are  going  to  bring  expendi¬ 
tures  down  to  the  level  where  we  can 
afford  them.  I  would  dislike  to  see  a  tax 
bill  go  through  Congi’ess  unless  we  can 
assure  the  taxpayers  at  the  same  time 
that  this  Congress  is  not  going  to  use 
all  that  additional  revenue  just  to  ex¬ 
pand  the  spending  programs. 

I  recognize  the  difference  between  the 
opinions  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  myself,  but  that  is  my  inter¬ 
pretation  of  this  committee  bill;  and  so 
far  as  I  am  concerned  I  am  ready  to  vote. 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
detain  the  Senate  more  than  a  few  min¬ 
utes.  I  have  been  a  member  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  for  some  time,  and  I  do  not  feel 
that  I  can  permit  the  exchange  that  has 
occurred  to  go  by  without  making  some 
remarks. 

I  have  a  great  deal  of  respect  for  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware. 
At  this  time  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  that  he  has 
handled  this  bill  with  the  greatest  of 
thoroughness — probably  the  greatest 
thoroughness  and  capability  of  anyone 
whom  I  have  ever  seen  handle  it — and 
I  pay  my  respects  and  my  compliments 
to  him  for  what  he  has  done. 

However,  I  must  say — and  this  is  the 
reason  why  I  speak  at  this  time — that 
I  think  he  is  in  error  in  his  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  bill — or  at  least  of  lines  1  to 
10  on  page  71  of  the  bill — and  I  think 
that  in  that  respect  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  entirely  coiTect. 

The  key  w'ords  are  those  that  occur 
on  line  4,  and  those  are  the  figures — 
the  sum  of  expenditures.  The  sum  of 
expenditures,  when  coupled  with  the 
words  in  the  following  paragraph,  sub- 
paragraph  1,  referring  particularly  to 
House  document  numbered  91-15,  part 
1,  91st  Congress,  in  my  opinion,  do  ex¬ 
actly  what  the  Senator  from  lielaware 
has  said.  I  think  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  on  further  reflection, 
might  believe  that  his  restriction  of  his 
interpretation,  that  it  refers  only  to 
items.  Is  too  strict  an  interpretation 
and  one  which  he  would  not  want  to 
follow.  However,  I  believe  every  one  of 
us  understands  what  the  natm-e  of  this 
is. 

The  real  question  is  going  to  be 
whether  this  Senate  and  this  Congress 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  imanlmous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
table  of  budget  outlays  estimated  as  of 
May  20,  which  was  secured  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget.  This  is  the  table  of 
statistics  from  which  I  have  been  quoting 
while  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
been  resorting  to  the  figures  used  in  the 
January  15  budget  document. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


in  subsequent  bills  reflects  and  adheres 
to  some  kind  of  disciplinary  program  of 
restraint  in  spending.  This  is  the  key 
to  the  entire  situation. 

There  are  a  few  of  us  here,  particu¬ 
larly  those  who  serve  on  the  Committee 
on  Finance — I  am  not  on  the  Committee 
on  Finance  but  I  serve  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations — who  know  the 
problems  we  face.  I  might  add  that  I 
am  very  concerned  and  I  intend  to  speak 
at  some  length  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
about  the  extent  to  which  the  Federal 
Government  is  earmarking  itself  to 
death.  I  shall  expand  on  that  thought 
to  some  extent  later. 

We  now  have  a  situation  where  act¬ 
ually  defense  appropriations  are  elimi¬ 
nated.  Under  the  circumstances  most  of 
them  at  least  are  not  controllable  in  my 
mind.  Technically  they  are  controllable, 
but  under  the  situation  in  which  we  find 
ourselves  today  as  realists  they  are  not 
controllable  except  within  narrow  lim¬ 
its.  If  those  items  are  included  as  un¬ 
controllable,  which  they  are  for  the  most 
part,  then  today  Congress  is  left  really 
with  control  of  only  $20  billion  out  of 
a  total  budget  of  something  like  $191.9 
billion. 

In  my  own  previous  statements,  I  have 
been  very  generous,  and  I  have  said  we 
had  as  much  as  $30  billion  of  controllable 
items.  If  one  were  to  take  the  higher 
figure,  it  is  shocking  and  alarming  that 
this  Congress  has  permitted  itself  to  get 
into  a  box  through  trust  funds,  through 
commitments,  and  through  contract  au¬ 
thority.  These  are  items  I  shall  discuss 
later.  Congress  has  gotten  itself  into  a 
box  really  where  we  have  control  over 
only  $20  billion  in  the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Colorado  for  mentioning  this  very 
important  item. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  and  before  that  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  this  matter  has  worried  me 
for  a  long  time.  What  we  are  required 
to  spend  this  year  is  not  the  result  of 
decisions  that  are  made  this  year  or  by 
this  Congress.  It  is  largely  the  result  of 
the  decisions  that  have  been  made  during 
the  last  25  years,  accumulative  in  nature, 
with  built-in  programs,  commitments  to 
people,  commitments  to  communities,  to 
industries,  and  to  foreign  coimtries.  The 
long-range  effect  of  the  votes  that  we 
cast  for  or  against  legislative  proposals 
that  set  Government  programs  into  mo¬ 
tion  are  more  far-reaching  than  we  real¬ 
ize.  We  sometimes  have  heard  talk  of 
the  many  new  progi-ams  started  under 
the  Johnson  administration.  That  is- 
true.  But  I  predict  we  will  not  feel  the 
effect  of  all  of  those  programs  for  pos¬ 
sibly  10  years. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  vei-y 
much.  Of  course,  he  is  entirely  correct. 
I  shall  mention  two  or  three  of  these 
matters,  Mr.  President. 

I  forget  how  much  we  have  appro¬ 
priated  to  date  for  the  rent  supplement 
program.  I  shall  not  mention  a  figure 
because  it  escapes  my  mind.  However,  the 
fact  is  that  one  must  multiply  that 
amount  by  40  years  in  order  to  realize  the 
impact  it  has  on  our  budget. 

In  this  particular  bill,  for  example,  we 
are  making  a  commitment  to  IDA,  the 
International  Development  Association, 
for  $160  million,  which  is  only  one  part  of 
three  payments  w'e  will  make,  making  a 
total  of  $480  million,  which  is  a  half 
billion  dollars.  So  we  have  already  ear¬ 
marked  for  future  Congresses  for  next 
year  and  the  92d  Congress  that  will  come 
in  after  that,  $160  million,  and  they  will 
have  no  choice  but  to  pay. 

The  same  thing  Is  true  in  this  biU.  We 
have  $50  million  in  the  bill  for  section  235 
funds,  and  $50  million  for  section  236 
funds.  But  let  us  not  fool  ourselves  a  bit 
about  this  matter.  For  practical  purposes 
it  may  be  diminished  somewhat.  What 
we  are  committing  ourselves  for  on  this 
part  of  the  section  235  funds  is  as  follows. 
They  have  already  had  $25  million,  so 
that  makes  $75  million  for  this  fiscal  year 
on  each  of  the  section  235  and  section  236 
funds.  That  is  a  total  of  $150  million  for 
this  year. 

Let  us  not  deceive  ourselves.  What  we 
are  committing  ourselves  to  by  doing  so 
is  that  by  giving  them  the  contract  au¬ 
thority  we  are  committing  ourselves  to 
that  sum  of  $150  fnillion  for  40  years  in 
the  future,  which  may  be  diminished 
slightly  as  the  incomes  of  some  people 
rise  and  perhaps  they  do  not  take  full 
advantage  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  painting  our¬ 
selves  into  the  corner.  If  any  man  ever 
painted  himself  into  the  corner,  this  Con¬ 
gress  is  painting  itself  into  the  corner 
and  past  Congresses  have  painted  them¬ 
selves  into  a  financial  corner  from  which 
it  will  be  very  diflOcult  to  remove  our¬ 
selves.  The  taxpayers’  revolt  which  we 
hear  about,  read  about,  and  get  letters 
from  our  constituents  about,  and  about 


BUDGET  OUTLAYS  (ESTIMATED) 
|ln  billions  of  dollars] 


Grand  total _ _ _ _ _ 

Uncontrollables  and  special  support  ol  Southeast  Asia . . . 

Special  support  of  Southeast  Asia . . . 

Open-ended  programs  and  fixed  costs: 

Social  security,  medicare,  and  other  social  insurance  uncfer  existing 

law _ _ - -  - - - 

Interest _ _ _ _ 

Civilian  and  military  pay  increase _ _ 

Veterans'  pensions,  compensation,  and  insurance . . . 

Public  assistance  grants  (including  medicaid) _ 

Farm  price  supports  (Commodity  Credit  Corporation).. . 

Postal  operations  directly  related  to  mail  volume _ 

Legislative  and  judiciary _ _ 

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Federal  aid  to  schools  in  impacted  areas _  _ _ _ 

Remainder  after  deducting  above  uncontrollables  and  special  sup¬ 
port  of  Southeast  Asia _ _ 

Included  in  remainder: 

Department  of  Defense. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Included  in  remainder  figures:  Prior-year  contracts  and  obligations _ 


Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

1969 

1970 

1970  change 

185. 6 

192.9 

-T7.3 

-103.6 

-106.7 

-f3.1 

(29.  2) 

(25.  2) 

(-4.0) 

(39. 3) 

(42.1) 

(+2.7) 

(15.6) 

(16.4) 

(+.8) 

(2.8) 

(+2.  8) 

(5.7) 

(6.1) 

(+.3) 

(6.  3) 

(7.2) 

(+.9) 

(4.3) 

(3.6) 

(-.8) 

(•  5) 

(.5)  . 

(.  4) 

(.4)  .. 

(1.9) 

(2.1) 

(+.2) 

(.4) 

(.  4)  . 

82.0 

86.2 

+4.2 

(49.  0) 

(52.  5) 

(+3.  5) 

(33.  0) 

(33.  7) 

(+.7^ 

(+1.3’) 

(17.6) 

(18.9) 
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which  they  talk  to  us,  arises  from  ex¬ 
actly  such  things  as  this. 

I  do  support  the  amendment  of  the 
committee  because  I  believe  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  on  line  24,  and  subsequent  lines, 
adequately  protect  us;  and  they  win  have 
a  good  go  at  it  in  conference  also. 

I  thought  this  was  an  appropriate 
place  to  say  I  do  agree  with  the  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
and  also  to  call  attention  of  the  Senate 
to  this  matter  because  there  has  been 
some  disposition  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  as  we  have  seen  today,  to  go  back  to 
the  old  spending  habits  and  then  realize 
that  we  only  have  $20  billion  left  in  con¬ 
trollable  items  that  this  Congress  can  act 
on  each  year.  We  had  better  watch  the 
barnyard  door  if  we  expect  to  have  a 
bam  in  which  to  keep  the  horses  in  the 
future. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  42 

Ml-.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  42  and  ask  that  it 
b©  st/d'1/0cl 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows ; 

TUe  proposed  section  401  of  the  bill  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and"  in  line  13, 
page  71  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
of  line  16,  page  71  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  a  semicolon,  the  word  ‘‘and,"  and  the 
following  new  subsection : 

“(4)  the  item  designated  ‘Veterans  benefits 
and  services’  in  the  table  appearing  on  page 
69  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States  for 
the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first  CJongress) ." 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Yarborough)  be  added  as  a  cospon¬ 
sor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  of  the  Senate,  the  exemptions 
for  the  Veterans’  Administration  pro¬ 
grams  from  the  proposed  limitation  on 
fiscal  year  1970  outlays  would  only  in¬ 
clude  veterans  pensions,  compensation, 
and  insurance. 

This  would  not  include  the  billion 
dollar  medical  and  hospital  program  and 
the  essential  services  directly  required 
for  the  administration  of  all  the  veterans 
programs. 

Accordingly,  I  propose  an  amendment 
which  will  clearly  exempt  all  veterans 
benefits  and  services. 

This  amendment  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  Senate’s  agreement  to  the  con¬ 
ferees’  report  to  accompany  the  bill 
which  became  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968.  At  that  time, 
the  language  regarding  veterans  pro¬ 
grams  was  expanded  by  the  conferees  to 
attain  the  result  proposed  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  amendment  in  order  to 
make  certain  that  the  veterans  medical 
program  and  necessary  services  would 
not  be  jeopardized  by  an  inflexible  limit¬ 
ation  on  budgetary  outlays. 

Mr.  President,  the  Vietnam  war  pro¬ 
duces  approximately  75,000  new  veterans 


each  month.  The  Congress  has  passed 
legislation  offering  a  wide  range  of  well- 
deserved  benefits  to  the  veterans.  De¬ 
mands  on  every  major  program  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration  are  greatly  in¬ 
creased  over  last  year.  In  the  medical 
program  alone  during  the  first  9  months 
of  1969,  more  than  14,000  more  veterans 
were  admitted  to  VA  hospitals  than  dur¬ 
ing  the  same  period  in  1968 — and  yet — 
Mr.  President,  under  the  personnel  for¬ 
mula  in  the  Avenue  and  Expenditm-es 
Control  Act  of  1968,  the  VA  was  forced 
to  operate  its  hospital  system  with  5,000 
fewer  employees  than  they  had  in  1968 — 
which,  mind  you,  was  the  same  number 
of  employees  which  they  were  operat¬ 
ing  with  on  June  30,  1966. 

The  other  workload  increases  in  the 
Veterans’  Administration  comparing  the 
first  9  months  of  fiscal  years  1968  and 
1969  are: 

Outpatient  visits,  up  286,679. 

Dental  exams,  up  22,  043. 

Dental  treatments,  up  15,500. 

New  prosthetic  appliances,  up  22,844. 

Social  work  caseloads,  up  6,999. 

Mental  hygiene  clinic  cases,  up  3,905. 

Clinical  laboratory  weighted  work 
imits,  up  5,197,661. 

Prescriptions  filled,  up  1,003,013. 

Compensation  and  pension  claims,  up 
226,113. 

Education  applications  and  authoriza¬ 
tions,  up  445,455. 

Education  counseling  actions,  up  22,- 
547. 

Loan  gurantee  appraisal  requests,  up 
18,336. 

Guardianship  beneficiaries,  up  61,357. 

Contact  personal  interviews,  up  112,- 
992. 

Contact  telephone  interviews,  up  1,787,- 
097. 

Incoming  mail,  up  4,209,047. 

Senators  should  not  forget,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  casualties  of  the  Vietnam 
war  are  being  treated  promptly  in  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  hospitals  without 
the  necessity  of  building  a  single  new 
hospital.  These  .new  patients  have  been 
absorbed  in  the  general  workload  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration  and  we  are  all 
happy  and  proud  of  that  fact,  but  we 
cannot  permit  this  agency  in  the  middle 
of  a  war  to  suffer  a  cut  that  will  im¬ 
pair  its  operations. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  factor 
which  has  increased  the  workload  in  the 
Veterans’  Administration. 

When  the  servicemen  came  home  from 
World  War  n  they  sat  around  in  bar¬ 
racks  for  a  week,  and  had  plenty  of  time 
to  be  counseled.  Today,  when  they  oome 
back  from  Europe,  Korea,  or  Vietnam, 
they  are  right  out  of  the  service.  Nov/  the 
VA  goes  to  Vietnam. 

'The  Veterans’  Administration  main¬ 
tains  a  staff  of  10  contact  representa¬ 
tives  at  seven  locations  in  Vietnam.  As 
of  April  30,  1969,  a  total  of  718,164  soon 
to  be  discharged  GI’s  had  been  oriented 
on  their  potential  GI  benefits.  Since  the 
inception  of  this  program  more  than 
77,000  personal  interviews  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  and  almost  30,000  actual  appli¬ 
cations  for  benefits  have  been  filed  by 
GI’s  before  departure  from  Vietnam.  VA 
representatives  assigned  to  duty  in  Viet¬ 


nam  are  all  volunteers  and  their  tours 
are  for  6  months’  duration,  ’Two  VA  con¬ 
tact  representatives  have  been  killed  in 
Vietnam  while  carrying  out  their  respon¬ 
sibilities. 

The  VA  is  conducting  a  comprehensive 
bedside  assistance  program  while  wound¬ 
ed  GI’s  are  still  hospitalized  in  115  mili¬ 
tary  hospitals.  During  fiscal  year  1968 
more  than  7,000  visits  were  made  to  mili¬ 
tary  hospitals  and  personal  interviews 
were  conducted  with  61,867  disabled 
servicemen.  Vocational  rehabilitation  ap¬ 
plications  totaled  20,269  and  claims  for 
compensation  approximated  25,000. 

Preseparation  group  orientation  on 
benefits  is  provided  at  288  military  sep¬ 
aration  points  each  month.  During  fiscal 
year  1968  almost  8,000  visits  were  made 
to  these  separation  points  by  VA  con¬ 
tact  representatives,  over  496,000  service¬ 
men  were  oriented,  and  70,265  personal 
interviews  were  conducted. 

Certainly,  Mr.  President,  our  brave 
young  veterans  are  entitled  to  the  full 
range  of  benefits  already  granted  by  the 
Congress — and  they  must  receive  proper 
service  for  their  future  needs.  I  for  one, 
Mr.  President,  intend  to  see  that  this 
solemn  commitment  is  fulfilled  because 
there  has  been  no  ceiling  on  death  or 
injury  in  Vietnam  and  I  do  not  believe 
the  people  of  this  Nation  want  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  place  a  ceiling  on  the  compassion 
our  country  has  for  its  veterans,  and  the 
agency  which  must  look  after  these  men. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  vari¬ 
ous  telegrams  on  the  subject  received 
from  national  commanders  of  veterans 
organizations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Washington,  D.C., 

June  16,  1969. 

Hon.  Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  of  the  the 
United  States  wholeheartedly  supports  your 
effort  to  Insure  that  veterans  benefits  and 
services  will  not  be  curtailed  at  a  time  when 
casualties  in  Vietnam  and  the  return  of  75,- 
000  veterans  to  civilian  life  each  month  im¬ 
poses  increasing  burdens  on  the  Veterans 
Administration.  We  have  urged  your  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  Senate  to  support  amendment 
of  the  second  supplemental  appropriation 
bill,  1969  (H.R.  11400) ,  to  add  veterans  serv¬ 
ices  to  exemptions,  including  veterans  bene¬ 
fits,  already  approved  by  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations. 

We  appreciate  your  strong  support  of  the 
Jfatlon’s  commitment  to  its  veterans. 

Richard  Homan, 

National  Commander,  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars. 


Washington,  D.C., 

June  16, 1969. 

Hon.  Herman  Talmadge, 

Old  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Disabled  American  Veterans  com¬ 
mends  you  for  your  efforts  in  behalf  of  the 
Nation’s  veterans  and  strongly  supports  your 
amendments  to  exempt  veterans  benefits  and 
services  form  the  spending  celling  proposed 
by  H.R.  11400. 

Wayne  L.  Sheribon, 

National  Commander,  Disabled  American 
Veterans. 
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"Washington,  D.C., 

June  16,  1969. 

Hon.  Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  veterans  of  World  War  One  are  deeply 
concerned  over  certain  provisions  of  HJl. 
11400  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  Payments  of  pensions, 
compensations  and  insurance  are  excluded 
from  proposed  limitations  on  fiscal  year  1970 
outlays.  However,  the  billion  dollar  medi¬ 
cal-hospital  program  which  treats  almost 
800,000  sick  and  disabled  veterans  each  year 
and  other  essential  services  for  benefits  al¬ 
ready  voted  by  the  Congress  are  not  exempt 
from  the  proposed  bill. 

The  total  veteran  population  has  soared 
over  27,000,000  veterans  this  year  and  with 
75,000  new  veterans  being  added  to  the  rolls 
each  month  from  the  "Vietnam  war  unprece¬ 
dented  demands  are  being  made  on  VA  fa¬ 
cilities.  There  are  alarming  backlogs  of  cases 
at  practically  all  VA  regional  offices  and  over 
14,000  more  veterans  were  admitted  to  VA 
hospitals  in  the  first  nine  months  of  fiscal 
year  1969  than  during  the  same  period  in 
fiscal  1968. 

The  Veterans  of  World  War  One  strongly 
favor  the  amendment  which  you  plan  to 
offer  to  H.R.  11400  exempting  all  veterans 
benefits  from  the  celling  which  is  proposed 
by  the  bill. 

Victor  V.  Miller, 

National  Commander,  Veterans  of  World 
War  I,  U.S.A.  Inc. 


Washington,  D.C., 

June  16,  1969. 

Hon.  Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  American  Legion  strongly  supports 
your  amendment  to  H.R.  11400  to  remove  VA 
from  spending  and  personnel  ceilings  on 
budget  expenditure  for  fiscal  year  1970  so 
that  the  veterans  programs  will  not  be  fur¬ 
ther  Jeopardized. 

Approval  of  your  amendment  will  assure 
that  VA  will  be  able  to  carry  out  its  mission 
to  war  veterans  and  their  dependents. 

Between  70,000  and  80,000  new  veterans, 
many  of  them  disabled,  are  returning  to 
civilian  life  each  month  from  the  Vietnam 
war.  This,  together  with  increasing  work¬ 
loads  in  benefits  and  services  to  all  war  vet¬ 
erans  is  severely  impairing  VA’s  ability  to 
effectively  administer  its  programs.  The  cost 
of  war  and  veterans  benefits — a  delayed  cost 
of  war — are  essential  obligations  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  on  behalf  of  the  American  Le¬ 
gion  I  thank  you  for  your  effort  to  preserve 
these  programs. 

William  C.  Doyle, 
National  Commander,  the  American 
Legion, 


Washington,  D.C., 

June  16,  1969. 

Senator  Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

H.R.  1 1400  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  will  severely  ham¬ 
per  the  future  operations  of  the  Veterans 
Administration  hospital  program  which 
treats  approximately  800,000  sick  and  dis¬ 
abled  veterans  each  year.  H.R.  11400  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  exempts  benefit 
payments  to  veterans  and  their  dependents 
for  pensions,  compensation  and  insurance, 
but  does  not  exempt  hospital  and  other  op¬ 
erations  essential  to  serving  our  Nation’s 
veterans.  There  are  critical  backlogs  of  cases 
at  most  Veterans  Administration  regional 
offices  brought  about  by  the  discharge  of 
75,000  new  veterans  each  month  from  the 
Vietnam  war.  The  Veterans  Administration 
cannot  be  expected  to  handle  this  soaring 
new  workload  at  1966  funding  and  person¬ 
nel  levels.  AMVETS  strongly  support  the 


amendment  you  plan  to  offer  which  would 
exempt  all  veterans  benefits  and  services 
from  the  ceiling  proposed  in  the  bill. 

Joseph  V.  Perrino, 
National  Commander,  AMVETS. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  "want  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  offering  the 
amendment  which  really  carries  out  the 
full  intent  of  the  committee.  I  think  that 
possibly  it  was  an  oversight  that  we  did 
not  exempt  all  of  the  programs  which 
were  exempted  last  year  under  the 
Veterans’  Administration.  That  certainly 
was  the  intent  of  the  committee,  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  rendering  a 
valuable  service  in  offering  his  amend¬ 
ment.  I  thank  him  for  calling  the  error 
to  my  attention. 

I  feel  sure  that  the  amendment  should 
and  will  be  adopted  and,  therefore,  Mr. 
Mundt  and  I  are  willing  to  accept  it,  be¬ 
cause,  as  I  said  before,  it  merely  fulfills 
and  rounds  out  the  exact  intent  of  the 
committee  when  it  placed  the  veterans 
programs  in  the  exempt  category  of  un¬ 
controllable  items  under  the  bill. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  for  his  generous  re¬ 
marks  and  the  others  members  of  the 
subcommittee  for  accepting  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  felt  certain  that  neither  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
nor  the  Senate  meant  to  cut  back  on 
hospital  services  and  benefits  for  our 
wounded  veterans  returning  from  Viet¬ 
nam  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
correct.  What  the  Senator’s  amendment 
would  do  would  be  to  assure  that  this  act 
will  exempt  exactly  what  was  exempted 
last  year,  with  respect  to  those  items  un¬ 
der  the  Veterans’  Administration. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  that  I  am  very  happy  to  be  in 
some  of  the  veterans  organizations,  who 
have  called  the  attention  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  this  matter;  but  it  was  a 
misinterpretation  on  our  part  because 
we  thought  we  had  done  precisely  what 
the  Senator’s  amendment  will  now  ac¬ 
complish.  We  intended  to  do  that.  We 
had  buttoned  it  down  firmly  and 
strongly.  I  assure  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  that  the  subcommittee  will  fight 
the  valiant  battle  in  conference  to  be 
sure  it  will  still  be  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  acting  minority  member  of  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  dis¬ 
cussed  this  with  the  able  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  and  with  me, 
and  we  agreed  that  we  would  accept  it. 
We  are  happy  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
(No.  42)  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Talmadge)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to.  ' 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended,  beginning  on 
page  70  of  the  bill. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Bayh)  ,  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Fulbright)  , 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
(Mr.  McIntyre),  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Russell),  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Bayh)  ,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston),  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Fulbright)  ,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  McIntyre),  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough) 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Saxbe)  is  detained 
on  official  business. 

The  result  was  annoimced — yeas  80, 


nays  9,  as  follows; 

Aiken 

[No.  39  Leg.] 
TEAS — 80 

Gore 

Montoya 

Allen 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Allott 

Griffin 

Murphy 

Baker 

Harris 

Muskle 

Bellmon 

Hart 

Nelson 

Bible 

Hartke 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Brooke 

Holland 

Pell 

Burdick 

Hollings 

Percy 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hughes 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Case 

Jackson 

Rlblcoff 

Church 

Javits 

Schwelker 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Dlrksen 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Smith 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Spong 

Dole 

Long 

Stennls 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Stevens 

Eagleton 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Eastland 

Mathias 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Fannin 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Goldwater 

Miller 

Young,  Ohio 

Goodell 

Mondale 

NAYS— 9 

Bennett 

Curtis 

Packwood 

Cook 

Gurney 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

Hansen 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-11 

Anderson 

McGee 

Saxbe 

Bayh 

McIntyre 

Sparkman 

Cranston 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Fulbright 

Russell 

So  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended,  beginning  on  page  70  of  the 
bill,  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The  clerk 
will  state  the  last  committee  amendment 
that  was  not  agreed  to. 

’The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows; 

On.  page  73,  after  line  6,  Insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows; 
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“Sec.  503.  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law 
90-364,  approved  June  28,  1968) ,  Is  hereby 
repealed." 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  It  is 
my  understanding  that  there  will  be 
some  controversy  on  the  proposal  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  pending  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  should  like  at  this  time  to 
ask,  with  the  approval  of  the  manager  of 
the  bill  and  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from’ Delaware  (Mr.  Williams)  ,  that 
there  be  a  time  limitation  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  30  minutes,  the  time  to  be  equal¬ 
ly  divided  between  the  two  Senators. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  resei'ving  the  right  to  object, 
I  have  no  objection  to  that.  All  I  want 
is  a  rollcall  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  further  understanding  that  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  conclusion  of  the  vote  on  the 
pending  proposal,  the  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond)  will  obtain  the  floor  to  de¬ 
liver  a  speech  of  approximately  30  min¬ 
utes. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that,  when  the  pending  matter  is  dis¬ 
posed  of,  the  amendment  to  be  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Javits)  be  laid  before  the  Senate 
and  made  the  pending  business  for  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  attempt  to  be  brief. 

This  amendment  by  the  committee 
would  repeal  section  201  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  last 
year — Public  Law  90-364. 

What  did  that  section  do?  It  said  that 
only  three  out  of  every  four  vacancies 
occurring  in  the  executive  branch  could 
be  filled,  until  such  time  as  the  overall 
level  of  Federal  employees  was  equal  to 
the  level  of  June  30,  1963.  It  also  required 
that  that  June  30,  1966,  level  had  to  be 
maintained,  once  it  was  reached. 

In  the  testimony  before  our  subcom¬ 
mittee,  it  was  stated  by  Mr.  Mayo  and  by 
various  department  heads  and  agency 
representatives  that  this  section  201  had 
worked  a  great  hardship  upon  the  agen¬ 
cies,  that  it  had  been  overly  stringent, 
and  that  in  some  instances  it  had  caused 
the  agencies  to  have  to  expend  more 
money  to  do  the  same  amount  of  work 
than  they  would  have  had  to  expend 
otherwise.  In  other  words,  it  ended  up 
costing  the  Government  money  in  some 
instances  rather  than  saving  money. 

For  example,  the  Bureau  of  (Customs 
was  unable  to  examine  all  mailed  pack¬ 


ages,  and,  as  a  consequence,  it  was  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  loss  in  revenue  was  be¬ 
tween  $30  million  and  $40  million. 

The  Social  Security  Administration, 
because  it  could  not  fill  all  of  the  vacan¬ 
cies  that  it  needed  to  All,  had  to  resort  to 
much  overtime,  and  the  result  was  that 
the  agency  spent  $6  million  more  in  over¬ 
time  than  it  would  have  had  to  spend  to 
do  the  same  amount  of  work  on  a  regu¬ 
lar  worktime  basis. 

The  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue,  it 
was  indicated,  had  lost  an  estimated 
$500  million  in  revenue  because  of  the 
fact  that  it  was  restricted  by  this  section 
from  Ailing  needed  positions;  and  it  was 
also  estimated  that  if  the  section  re¬ 
mains  unrepealed,  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue  may  lose  up  to  $1  billion  in 
revenues  in  the  forthcoming  fiscal  year. 

Secretary  of  the  Ti’easury  Kennedy 
has  noted  that  he  is  faced  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  “having  professional  and  upper 
grade  personnel  do  their  own  clerical 
work  and  typing  because  of  vacancies  not 
being  filled  at  the  clerical  levels.”  He  has 
“also  had  to  resort  to  the  costly  practice 
of  overtime  and  use  of  intermittent — 
casual — employees,  since  these  are  ex¬ 
empt  from  the  ceiling.” 

Secretary  of  Transportation  Volpe  has 
said  that  aging  facilities  of  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  Seaway  have  been  maintained  only 
through  the  use  of  increased  overtime. 
Furthermore,  it  has  been  reported  that 
a  number  of  agencies,  contrary  to  official 
policy,  are  resorting  to  expensive  con¬ 
tracting-out  of  jobs  that  should  ordi¬ 
narily  be  done  in-house.  Moreover,  there 
have  been  complaints  from  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  unions  that  in  some  installations 
military  personnel  are  being  substituted 
for  civilian  personnel  in  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

In  summation,  then,  everyone  recog¬ 
nizes  the  validity  of  the  desire  to  reduce 
the  number  of  Federal  employees.  So 
there  is  no  criticism  of  the  idea  behind 
section  201,  but  all  too  often  it  simply 
has  proved  to  be  unworkable  and  self- 
defeating;  it  has  proved  to  be  overly  re¬ 
strictive  on  some  agencies;  it  has  been 
too  rigid,  and  it  has  brought  about  an 
inefficient  utilization  of  employees;  and 
it  has  in  some  instances  resulted  in 
higher  costs  rather  than  savings,  as  I 
have  already  pointed  out;  and  so  both 
Presidents,  Mr.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Nixon, 
have  expressed  their  opposition  to  it. 

The  1970  estimates  as  submitted  by 
President  Nixon  and  by  President  John¬ 
son  have  in  both  instances  assumed  the 
repeal  of  section  201  of  90-364,  and  have 
assumed  its  repeal  at  the  beginning  of 
fiscal  year  1970,  the  new  year. 

The  House  just  within  the  waning  days 
of  last  month  passed  two  appropriation 
bills,  one  making  appropriations  for  the 
Departments  of  Post  Office  and  Treas¬ 
ury,  and  the  other  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
In  both  of  those  bills,  the  other  body 
repealed  section  201  for  those  depart¬ 
ments  only,  and  for  1  year  only.  So,  what 
we  are  doing  here  in  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  is  repealing  section  201  perma¬ 
nently  and  all  the  way  across  the  board. 

I  must  say  that  I  think  Congress  ac¬ 
complished  some  good  in  having  this 
section  in  the  law  for  1  year. 


Some  good  has  resulted.  The  employ¬ 
ment  limitations  have  compelled  the 
closing  of  a  number  of  marginal  in¬ 
stallations  which  should  have  been 
closed  out  sometime  ago.  An  arbitrary 
limitation  enacted  by  the  Congress  has 
been  used  as  the  lever  to  offset  the  polit¬ 
ical  pressures — sometimes  emanating 
from  the  Congress  itself — which  have 
often  forced  the  continuation  of  mar¬ 
ginal  activities. 

As  bad  as  it  is,  the  law  has  also  pro¬ 
vided  some  good  managers  with  the  in¬ 
centive  to  come  up  with  ingenious  ap¬ 
proaches  and  new  ideas.  Moreover,  in 
the  past,  dollar  limitations — due  to 
changing  circumstances — have  not  al¬ 
ways  prevented  agencies  from  hiring 
more  employees  than  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  efficient  management  over¬ 
sight.  Much  hiring  can  take  place  near 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  to  boost  em¬ 
ployment  levels  for  the  start  of  the  next 
fiscal  year.  This  higher  employment  can 
then  be  used  to  justify  more  dollars 
since  the  yearend  level  of  employment 
must  be  “annualized.”  Therefore,  some 
type  of  personnel  constraint,  in  addition 
to  the  dollar  constraints,  may  well  be 
desirable.  However,  it  should  relate  to 
agency  programs  and  priorities,  and 
should  not  be  determined  by  an  arbi-. 
trary  formula. 

The  President  in  this  administration 
has  already  gone  on  record  as  saying 
that  he  intends  to  cut  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  as  much  as  is  advisable  and  feasi¬ 
ble  and  economical,  and  that  he  does 
not  want  this  restriction  in  the  law 
which  is  unduly  stringent  upon  some 
agencies,  more  so  than  upon  others.  I 
think  we  should  give  him  a  chance  to 
make  good  on  his  promise. 

The  present  administration,  I  am  told 
in  testimony  before  the  committee  and 
otherwise,  has  cut  the  number  of  Federal 
employees  from  the  figure  envisioned 
in  the  Johnson  budget  by  approximately 
48,000. 

The  Johnson  budget  would  have  in¬ 
creased  the  number  of  Federal  employees 
by  43,000,  it  has  been  said,  whereas  the 
Nixon  administration  states  it  is  going 
to  cut  that  figure  out  entirely  and  further 
reduce  employment  by  5,000.  That  makes 
a  total  of  48,000  fewer  employees  than 
the  Federal  Government  would  have  had 
under  the  Johnson  budget,  so  the  testi¬ 
mony  states.  In  other  words,  the  2,650,000 
figure  as  of  June  30  for  full  time  perma¬ 
nent  employees  will  be  dropped  to 
2,645,000. 

The  Nixon  administration  says  it  is 
going  to  follow  through  with  the  em¬ 
ployees  reductions  Congress  wants,  but 
that  it  does  not  want  to  be  strait- jacketed 
by  section  201. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  affinn  the  com¬ 
mittee  action  and  repeal  section  201  so 
that  we  do  not  have  to  do  it  piecemeal  in 
every  appropriation  bill  that  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  as  the  House  is  already 
endeavoring  to  do. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
need. 

Last  year  Congress  passed  the  law  the 
puiTJOse  of  which  was  to  allow  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  replace  but  three  out  of  every 
four  retirees.  It  gave  the  Director  of  the 
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Bureau  of  the  Budget  the  authority  to 
make  those  cuts  in  any  agency  which  he 
thought  would  least  disrupt  service  to  the 
people. 

One  department  could  be  given  in¬ 
creased  employees  while  the  cuts  were 
being  made  in  less  essential  services,  or 
the  reduction  could  come  from  some  over¬ 
staffed  agency. 

The  approval  of  the  language  of  that 
bOl  had  been  agreed  upon  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Director  of 
the  Budget. 

The  bill  was  passed.  The  fact  that  it 
has  served  as  some  handicap  to  various 
departments  in  itself  is  commendable 
because  they  need  a  little  handicap.  Our 
civilian  employment  had  exceeded  the 
three  million  figure.  If  we  now  repeal  this 
measure  we  might  as  well  recognize  that 
the  Senate  is  approving  another  merry- 
go-round  of  increased  Government  per¬ 
sonnel. 

I  was  Interested  in  but  not  at  all 
amused  by  the  statement  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Kennedy,  when 
he  claimed  the  Treasury  lost  $500  million 
as  a  result  of  this  law  and  would  lose 
$1  billion  next  year  unless  it  were  re¬ 
pealed. 

I  said  to  him : 

I  supjxjse  then  we  can  reduce  the  budget  by 
$1.5  billion  If  we  repeal  this  law  and  then 
you  can  pick  up  the  extra  revenue. 

He  said : 

Well,  that  was  just  a  guess. 

It  is  the  same  kind  of  a  guess  and  the 
same  kind  of  irresponsible  statement — 
and  I  emphasize  the  word  irresponsible — 
as  when  he  said  that  if  we  do  not  pass 
the  surtax  there  would  be  price  and  wage 
controls. 

Both  statements  were  made  at  a  time 
when  he  should  have  been  thinking 
rather  than  speaking. 

But  for  the  moment  let  us  assume  that 
the  Secretary  was  serious  in  saying  that 
he  needed  these  employees  to  collect  the 
taxes  and  serve  the  people  in  the  Cus¬ 
toms  Service.  Then  why  did  they  add 
2,745  employees  in  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  last  month  instead  of  hiring 
more  revenue  agents? 

We  already  have  as  many  employees 
in  the  Agriculture  Department  as  we 
have  farmers.  After  all,  they  are  spend¬ 
ing,  not  collecting  money. 

The  Interior  Department  last  month 
added  1,418  employees. 

If  they  needed  the  employees  in  the 
Treasury  Department  why  were  they  not 
added  there?  But  they  put  the  1,400  extra 
employees  in  the  Interior  Department. 

In  the  Post  Office  Department  2,324 
were  added,  and  707  employees  were 
added  in  the  civilian  department  of  the 
Army. 

Why,  if  they  needed  them  in  the 
Treasury  Department,  did  they  not  add 
them  there?  Or  better  yet,  why  did  they 
not  put  to  work  some  of  the  employees 
they  already  had? 

The  Treasury  Department  has  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  employees  selling  E  bonds 
to  the  workingmen  at  41/4  percent  in¬ 
terest  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  immoral 
at  a  time  when  the  Government  itself 
is  paying  6.5  percent  interest  to  any¬ 
one  who  has  $1,000  to  invest.  But  did 
they  cut  back  employees  in  that  depart¬ 
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ment?  Not  at  all.  They  add  employees  in 
every  category  but  where  they  say  they 
need  them.  They  always  come  back  and 
threaten  a  loss  of  service  if  anyone  dares 
suggest  that  the  operation  could  be  more 
efficient. 

That  goes  for  this  administration  as 
wen  as  for  the  other  administration. 
President  Johnson  promised  he  would 
cut  the  number  of  employees  without 
any  urging  from  Congress.  In  fact,  the 
bill  which  I  had  passed  was  President 
Johnson’s  Executive  order  which  he 
issued  but  then  promptly  ignored. 

President  Johnson  said  when  he  issued 
that  Executive  order  that  he  had  more 
employees  on  the  payroll  than  were 
needed.  He  criticized  the  padding  of  the 
public  payrolls  at  the  taxpayers’  expense 
and  said  that  he  was  issuing  that  Execu¬ 
tive  order  to  cut  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  back  to  the  1966  level.  Instead 
he  added  an  additional  40,000  employees. 
I  suppose  those  employees  were  consid¬ 
ered  necessary  to  find  out  whom  he  could 
lay  off. 

Every  time  anyone  talks  about  cutting 
the  number  of  employees  we  find  that 
they  have  put  on  more  until  this  restric¬ 
tion  was  placed  in  the  law.  Certainly  it 
has  pinched.  I  would  like  to  see  it  pinch 
them  a  little  more. 

The  issue  is  very  clear  here  today.  Do 
we  really  want  to  reduce  the  level  of 
Federal  employment?  That  goes  for  Con¬ 
gress  as  well  as  the  executive  branch. 
Just  this  afternoon  the  Senate  had  to 
clear  the  Senate  Chamber  in  order  to 
hear  what  was  going  on  because  some  of 
the  surplus  employees  in  the  Senate  of¬ 
fices  were  here  loafing,  and  we  could  not 
even  find  a  way  for  Senators  to  get  to 
their  seats. 

Let  us  put  the  employees  we  have  to 
work  during  the  hours  they  are  on  the 
job.  If  they  stop  loafing  during  the  day 
they  will  not  have  to  work  all  of  this 
overtime. 

Let  us  reject  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  and  let  us  keep  the  heat  on. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  under 
the  1970  budget  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  wants  another  3,400  employees. 

I  do  not  know  what  they  are  doing 
with  all  of  these  employees  in  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  unless  they  plan  to 
put  on  the  public  payroll  all  of  the  little 
farmers  that  they  are  trying  to  break 
with  some  of  their  absurd  programs. 

The  1970  budget  requests  are  for  46,000 
employees.  How  many  of  these  46,000 
were  to  be  added  in  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment?  About  10  percent,  and  all  of 
the  rest  of  them  were  to  be  added  to  the 
spending  agencies.  They  would  be  spend¬ 
ing  twice  as  fast  as  the  7,000  employees 
than  the  Treasury  Department  could 
collect  it. 

I  repeat,  the  Director  of  the  Budget  has 
the  authority  under  the  existing  law  to 
allocate  the  cuts  in  any  area  he  wishes, 
and  to  assign  employees  in  an  area  where 
they  are  most  needed. 

Both  President  Johnson  and  President 
Nixon  have  said  that  there  is  an  over¬ 
staffing  in  many  of  these  agencies.  Let  us 
start  rolling  them  back. 

It  has  been  admitted  that  since  the 
present  law  has  been  in  effect  Federal 
employment  has  been  reduced  by  at  least 
60,000  employees. 


The  involves  an  annual  saving  of  $600 
million,  and  that  is  no  guess.  It  coste  at 
a  minimum  about  $10,000  aimually  for 
every  employee  put  on. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  rejected  and 
the  present  law  is  retained. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  that  I  am  glad  he  has  presented 
this  issue.  It  is  clear  cut  here — repeal 
the  law  in  its  entirety  or  make  up  our 
minds  that  we  will  keep  it. 

This  is  the  time  for  the  Senate  to 
stand  up  and  be  cormted. 

Let  us  cut  out  this  piecemeal  job. 
Earlier  this  afternoon  the  Senate  re¬ 
moved  any  ceiling  on  spending.  The  least 
it  can  do  is  to  keep  a  ceiling  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  employees. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned  I  am  willing 
to  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
Let  us  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  a  moment  ago,  I  referred  to  the 
appropriation  bill  passed  by  the  House 
as  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Sendee  apH 
propriation  bill.  What  I  mean  to  say  was 
the  Treasury  and  Post  Office  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  entitled  to  know  this: 
In  the  Agriculture  Department,  that  in¬ 
crease  of  employees  has  to  do  with  the 
nutritional  aides  that  are  being  em¬ 
ployed  to  try  to  help  give  a  better  level 
of  Information  as  to  what  is  soimd  nutri¬ 
tion  to  the  poor  people  who  are  being 
served  by  that  department.  I  see  no  way 
we  can  avoid  that. 

So  far  as  the  Agriculture  Subcommit¬ 
tee  is  concerned,  speaking  as  one  mem¬ 
ber,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  do  that  job 
without  repealing  the  effect  of  this  law 
as  to  the  Agriculture  Department. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Al¬ 
len  in  the  chair) .  All  time  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  is  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  73,  lines 
6,  7,  and  8.  On  this  question  the  ye^  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son),  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Bayh)  ,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston  ) ,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi, 
(Mr.  Eastlan!*),  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  (Mr.  Ellender)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Fulbright),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee), 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr. 
McIntyre),  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Russell),  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  (Mr.  Sparkman),  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  ,  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  is  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
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Bayh)  ,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Ellender),  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  McIittyre)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yarborough)  , 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  and 


the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Saxbe)  are 

detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  60, 

nays  25,  as  follows: 

[No.  40  Leg.] 
YEAS— 60 

Aiken 

Harris 

Muskle 

Allott 

Hart 

Nelson 

Baker 

Holland 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Holllngs 

Pell 

Bible 

Hruska 

Percy 

Boggs 

Hughes 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Rlbicoff 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Schwelker 

Case 

Kennedy 

Scott 

Church 

Long 

Smith 

Dlrksen 

Magnuson 

Spong 

Dodd 

Mathias 

Stennis 

Eagleton 

McClellan 

Stevens 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Symington 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Talmadge 

GoodeU 

Mondale 

Tower 

Gore 

Montoya 

Tydings 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Williams,  N.J. 

Griffin 

Murphy 

NAYS — 25 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Allen 

Dominick 

Miller 

Bellmon 

Fannin 

Packwood 

Brooke 

Gurney 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hansen 

Proxmire 

Cook 

Hartke 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

Hatfield 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

Javits 

Young,  Ohio 

Curtis 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Dole 

Mansfield 

NOT  VOTING— 

-15 

Anderson 

Fulbrlght 

Moss 

Bayh 

Goldwater 

Russell 

Cranston 

McCarthy 

Saxbe 

Eastland 

McGee 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

So  the  committee  amendment  on  page 
73,  lines  6,  7,  and  8,  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  committee  amendment  on 
page  73,  repealing  section  201,  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  the  clerk  will  state 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  ,  after  which 
the  Chair  will  recognize  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  proposes 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Nelson,  Mr.  Brooke, 
Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Goodell,  Mr.  Mathias, 
Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Tydings,  Mr.  Williams  of 
New  Jersey,  Mr.  Eagleton,  Mr.  Cranston, 
Mr.  Young  of  Ohio,  and  Mr.  McCarthy 
an  amendment  as  follows: 

On  page  16,  line  25,  strike  out  the  figure 
“$7,500,000”  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  “$55,- 
000,000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  this  amendment  (No, 
40)  becomes  the  pending  business. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  to  title  4  of  the 
pending  bill  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
an  amendment  now  pending. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  pending  amendment  be  laid 
aside  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  amendment  which  I 
have  sent  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  pending  amendment  will 
be  laid  aside  and  the  clerk  will  state  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker),  for  him¬ 
self,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Sparkman)  proposes  a  new  para¬ 
graph  at  the  end  of  title  4  as  follows: 

Expenditures  by  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power 
operations,  from  the  sale  of  any  power  pro¬ 
gram  assets,  or  from  power  revenue  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  evidences  of  Indebtedness 
shall  not  be  subject  to  any  limitations  im¬ 
posed  by  this  title. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  this  ex¬ 
emption  would  have  nothing  to  do  with 
appropriated  funds.  It  has  to  do  only 
with  internally  generated  funds  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  which  they 
earn. 

This  proposal  was  accepted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  last  year,  and  I  imderstand  it  may  be 
accepted  by  the  manger  of  the  bill  this 
year. 

The  amendment  would  exempt  from 
any  limitation  on  Federal  expenditures 
imposed  by  the  pending  bill  the  power 
operations  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  assure  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  this  amendment  does  not 
derive  from  any  parochial  interest  on 
the  part  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  to  protect  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  from  being  required  to  bear  its 
fair  and  proportionate  share  of  any  ex¬ 
penditure  reductions  that  may  result 
from  an  expenditure  limitation  that  I 
favor  as  an  earnest  commitment  of  the 
Congress  to  fiscal  responsibility.  As  I 
hope  to  explain,  the  power  operations  of 
TVA  are  unique  in  their  nature  and  in 
their  fmiding.  The  Congress  last  year 
passed  a  virtually  identical  amendment 
to  exempt  TVA  power  operations  from 
the  provisions  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

Mr.  President,  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  undertakes  two  separate  and 
distinct  functions  in  the  seven-State 
region  that  it  serves.  One  of  these  two 
functions  is  essentially  a  conservation 
program,  in  which  TVA  plans  and  con¬ 
structs  flood  control  projects,  creates 
reservoirs  for  municipal  water  supply, 
industrial  use  and  recreation,  promotes 
fish  and  wildlife  populations,  encour¬ 
ages  enlightened  agricultural  and  for¬ 
estry  practices,  and  so  on.  All  of  these 
activities  are  financed  with  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  annually  by  the  Congress  out 
of  the  general  fimds  of  the  Treasury. 

The  second  function  of  TVA  is  its 
function  as  sole  supplier  of  power  within 
those  parts  of  the  seven  States  of  the 
region  that  it  serves.  Since  1959,  the 
power  operations  of  TVA  have  been 
wholly  self-financed.  Whereas  the  con¬ 
servation  activities  of  TVA  are  financed 
with  annual  appropriations,  the  power 


activities  of  TVA  are  financed  entirely 
out  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
power  and  from  the  issuance  by  TVA  of 
revenue  bonds  and  notes,  bonds  and  notes 
which  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  but  which  do  not  bear 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

In  addition  to  financing  its  own  power 
operations,  Mr.  President,  the  Tennes¬ 
see  Valley  Authority  makes  annual  pay¬ 
ments  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  out  of  its  net  power  earnings. 
These  annual  payments  are  a  repayment 
of  the  original  investment  of  appropria¬ 
ted  funds  that  was  made  prior  to  the 
1959  amendment  that  authorized  self-fi¬ 
nancing.  TVA  also  makes  an  annual  pay¬ 
ment  as  a  return  or  dividend  on  the  out¬ 
standing  appropriation  Investment.  In 
1968,  TVA  paid  into  the  Treasury,  out 
of  its  net  power  earnings,  $61.9  million, 
which  represented  a  reduction  by  $15 
million  of  the  original  investment  and  a 
dividend  payment  of  $46.9  million. 

The  amendment  that  I  have  proposed 
would  in  no  way  exempt  the  conserva¬ 
tion-related  activities  of  TVA  from  the 
expenditure  limitation.  The  revised 
budget  request  of  the  new  administra¬ 
tion  for  these  nonpower  operations  is 
for  an  appropriation  of  $49,750,000.  These 
funds  would  not  be  affected  by  my 
amendment  and  would  be  subject  to  any 
reduction  made  necessary  by  the  ex¬ 
penditure  limitation. 

What  my  amendment  would  exempt 
from  the  expenditure  limitation  is  the 
TVA  power  program,  which  is  wholly 
financed  out  of  power  proceeds  and  bor¬ 
rowings.  TVA,  during  1970,  will  be  the 
sole  supplier  of  an  estimated  97.9  bil¬ 
lion  kilowatt  hours  to  an  area  of  80,000 
square  miles.  TVA  generates  power  and 
transmits  it  to  wholesale  distributors  who 
in  turn  sell  the  power  to  domestic  and  in¬ 
dustrial  users  throughout  the  valley. 
TVA  also  supplies  power  directly  to  a  few 
large  industries  and  to  several  govern¬ 
ment  agencies  such  as  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission — that  require  enormous 
amounts  of  electrical  energy  for  their 
operations.  The  Board  of  Directors  of 
TVA  must  anticipate  the  rapidly  ex¬ 
panding  power  needs  of  the  region  and 
continue  the  construction  of  the  new 
generation  and  transmission  facilities 
that  will  be  required  to  meet  that  need. 
In  1970  TVA  will  have  under  construc¬ 
tion  five  nuclear  generating  imits  and 
three  fossil-fueled  units.  Any  artificial 
or  arbitrary  restriction  of  those  projects 
would  have  the  most  serious  consequen¬ 
ces  on  the  obligation  of  TVA  to  anticipate 
and  to  provide  for  the  legitimate  power 
needs  of  the  region. 

Mr.  President,  last  year  the  Senate 
'accepted  an  amendment  to  the  Wil- 
llams-Smathers  substitute,  which  event¬ 
ually  became  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968,  an  amendment 
identical  in  effect  to  the  one  I  have  intro¬ 
duced  today.  Unfortimately,  that 
amendment  was  stricken  in  conference. 
However,  the  same  amendment  was  later 
offered  to  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of 
1968  and  was  accepted  by  both  Houses. 
It  is  now  a  part  of  Public  Law  90-483. 

Mr.  President,  any  reduction  in  the 
power  operations  of  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  would  not  result  in  any 
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saving  to  the  Treasury  or  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer.  Net  power  earnings  would 
simply  increase  in  the  short-term  and 
would  accumulate  in  the  treasiuy  of 
TVA,  not  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  The  capacity  of  TVA  to  plan  for 
and  to  provide  the  future  power  needs 
of  the  region,  of  which  TVA  is  the  sole 
supplier,  would  be  seriously  jeopardized. 

Mr.  President,  I  reiterate  for  the  sake 
of  emphasis  that  nothing  in  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  affect  the  nonpower  oper¬ 
ations  of  TVA  that  are  financed  out  of 
appropriated  funds;  these  projects 
would  as  it  were  take  their  lumps  along 
with  those  of  every  other  Federal 
agency.  My  amendment  would  affect 
only  those  expenditures  made  out  of 
other  than  appropriated  funds,  that 
is,  out  of  power  proceeds  and  borrow¬ 
ings  by  TVA  that  are  not  backed  by  the 
faith  and  credit  of  the  Government.  The 
principle  justification  for  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  that  TVA’s  power  operations 
are  vitally  important  to  millions  of 
Americans — which  they  are — but  rather 
that  these  power  operations  pay  their 
own  way  and  are  not  financed  through 
the  appropriation  and  expenditure  of 
general  public  funds. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  this  item  was  exempted  last  year 
by  Congress.  The  Senator  discussed  the 
matter  with  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  who  is  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
and  with  me.  Mr.  Mundt  and  I  have 
agreed  to  accept  the  amendment  and  to 
take  it  to  conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Baker)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MANSITEI.D.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

PROGRESS  ON  WASHINGTON’S  RAPID  TRANSIT 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
contains  $18.7  million  to  begin  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  long  overdue  Washington 
metropolitan  area  subway  and  rapid 
mass  transit  system.  Appropriation  of 
this  money  now,  together  with  match¬ 
ing  appropriations  enacted  in  previous 
years,  -will  make  possible  an  immediate 
and  substantial  beginning  of  the  subway 
system. 

Last  week  the  Senate  and  House  Com¬ 
mittees  on  the  District  of  Columbia  held 
extraordinary  joint  hearings  to  consider 
legislation  which  will  provide  the  billion 
dollars  of  Federal  money  necessary  to 
complete  financing  of  the  entire  97-mile 
Washington  area  transit  system.  This 
Federal  assistance  will  match  .local 
government  contributions  and  bonds 
financed  from  farebox  revenues  totaling 
more  than  $1.4  billion. 

The  rail  transit  system  these  funds 
will  create  will  be  a  model  for  the  entire 
Nation,  will  provide  essential  transpor¬ 
tation  for  Federal  employees  and  provide 
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a  vital  link  of  the  balanced  transporta¬ 
tion  system  Washington  so  desperately 
needs. 

In  order  to  expedite  the  progress  of 
that  legislation  through  Congress,  I  have 
scheduled  an  executive  session  of  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  8  a.m.,  July  1,  to  consider  and,  hope¬ 
fully,  to  report  that  billion-dollar  Fed¬ 
eral  authorization.  If  we  can  meet  the 
timetable  I  propose,  the  full  Federal 
share  of  the  subway  rapid  transit  sys¬ 
tem  costs  can  be  authorized  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  well  before  the  August  recess.  With 
comparable  expedition  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  we  may  be  able  to  se¬ 
cure  enactment  of  this  legislation  by  : 
both  Houses  before  the  fall.  j 

The  $18.7  million  contained  in  this 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  today,  * 
however,  is  the  first  step  on  the  long  , 
journey  to  the  completion  of  the  subway  ' 
system.  That  journey  has  been  too  long 
delayed  by  differences  which  must  be  \ 
compromised  to  create  a  balanced  trans-  | 
portation  system  for  Washington.  ’ 

As  I  indicated  last  week  during  the  J 
hearings  on  the  full  Federal  share  of  j 
subway  costs,  if  money  is  not  appropri-  ’ 
ated  this  year  to  begin  the  subway  sys¬ 
tem,  the  entire  Washington  metropolitan  ‘ 
area  rapid  mass  transit  plan  may  col-  j 
lapse.  Costs  are  rising  at  a  rate  of  $90  1 
million  a  year.  That  is  a  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars  a  day. 

As  Chairman  Fred  Babson,  of  the  j 
Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit 
Authority,  testified  at  our  hearings  last 
week,  if  inflation  requires  recomputation  i 
of  the  suburban  shares  of  the  subway  j 
cost  and  an  upward  adjustment  of  thej 
Federal  cost,  the  delay  of  the  rapid  tran-  J 
sit  system  in  Washington  will  not  be  ‘ 
a  matter  of  months  or  years,  but  perhaps 
even  of  decades.  J 

That  is  why  the  money  contained  in 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  is 
vitally  important  to  the  future  of  the 
entire  subway  system. 

In  view  of  the  transportation  crisis! 
facing  the  Washington  metropolitan! 
area,  and  in  -view  of  the  fact  that  the- 
$18.7  million  in  this  legislation  is  the; 
keystone  of  a  balanced  answer  to  thatt 
crisis,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  this  supple- 1 
mental  appropriation  bill  may  prove  tof 
be  the  most  important  legislation  Con-£ 
gress  will  enact  in  this  session,  perhaps  f 
in  this  entire  decade,  for  the  Washington] 
metropolitan  area. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Now,  the 
question  recurs  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Javits)  ,  which  is  the  pending  busl 
ness  before  the  Senate. 


Foundation  in  the  period  during  which 
Mr.  Justice  Douglas  was  president  of  the  / 
foundation,  but  there  has  yet  been  n^J 
systematic  presentation  of  these  Inte/-  ^ 
ests.  While  gambling  is  a  legitimate  .En¬ 
terprise  in  Nevada,  its  past,  and  io  a 
degree  its  present,  is  inseparabl^n  the 
public  mind  with  gangsterism  and  cor¬ 
ruption.  The  history  of  most  of/the  major 
casinos,  including  those  associated  with 
the  Parvin  Foundation’s  ^terests,  has 
been  intertwined  with  the ^orst  elements 
In  American  society.  Eveii  in  cases  where 
such  casinos  have  con^ ander  legitimate 
ownership  and  man^ement,  the  public 
suspects,  rightly  oy  wrongly,  that  per¬ 
sons  with  criming  records  are  still  in¬ 
volved  in  the  operation.  These  public 
suspicions  ar^onfirmed  by  the  state¬ 
ment  of  J.  E^ar  Hoover  that  Nevada’s 
organized  g^dmbling  “occupies  a  position 
of  major  importance  in  the  scheme  of 
organiz^ crime  and  racketeering” — New 
York  Times,  November  26,  1966. 

If  y  private  investor  wishes  to  ex- 
pos^himself  to  such  suspicion  for  the 
sajre  of  legal  gaming  profits,  he  has 
ery  right  to  do  so.  However,  an  As- 
ociate  Justice  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
can  only  bring  the  Court  into  disrepute 
by  associating  himself  with  the  profits  of 
such  enterprise,  and  I  again  call  for  his 
resignation. 

Mr.  President,  I  intend  to  show  here 
today  that  the  Parvin  Foundation 
profited  handsomely  from  its  gambling 
interests.  The  very  basis  of  the  funds 
which  Justice  Douglas  was  administering 
in  the  name  of  so-called  charitable 
causes  was  deeply  rooted  in  the  gaming 
business,  with  all  the  associated  activity 
that  brings  it  in  deep  disrepute. 

I  will  show  here  today  that  the  Parvin 
Foundation’s  links  to  gambling  went  far 
beyond  the  mere  holding  of  gambling 
stocks  in  its  portfolio.  Indeed,  the  two 
men  who  can  be  identified  as  responsi¬ 
ble  for  the  foimdation’s  financial  man¬ 
agement,  Albert  Parvin  and  Harvey 
Silbert,  were  closely  identified  with  the 
actual  management  of  the  Fremont 
Casino — Pai’vin  as  a  casino  owner,  and 
Silbert  as  the  father-in-law  of  another 
casino  owner,  whose  record  will  be  shown 
later  in  this  address. 


SUPREME  COURT  JUSTICE  DOUGLAS 
AND  GAMBLING  LINKS  OP  THE 
PARVIN  FOUNDATION 


Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  announce  that  I  am  going  to 
make  a  speech  against  Supreme  Court 
Justice  Douglas,  and  if  any  Senator  is 
interested  in  replying,  I  shall  be  glad  to 
stay  here  as  late  as  necessary  and  debate 
the  question. 

Mr.  President,  much  attention  has 
been  directed  toward  the  gambling 
interests  held  by  the  Albert  Parvin 


Parvin  and  Silbert  also  arranged  a 
^$750,000  mortgage  loan  from  the  foimda- 
lon  for  their  company,  Parvin/Dohr- 
majjm,  at  a  time  when  money  was  tight. 
ThiX  loan  has  come  under  scrutiny  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  It  was  the 
object  af  a  stockholder’s  suit,  which,  if 
it  had  re^hed  the  Supreme  Comt,  would 
have  requirod  Justice  Douglas  to  dis¬ 
qualify  him^f. 

In  addition/Parvin  and  Silbert  allowed 
Ed  Levinson  to^^come  a  $100,000  em¬ 
ployee  of  Parvin/^phrmann,  and  to  pur¬ 
chase  40,000  shareVrof  P/D  stock,  with 
full  knowledge  that N/evinson  had  been 
notified  that  he  face<ryrossible  criminal 
charges  for  “skimming  operations  at 
the  Fremont  Casino. 


In  addition,  Parvin  and  associates 
in  P/D  held  private  intei-est?\n  at  least 
five  other  Las  Vegas  casinos. 

Finally,  the  Parvin  Pounda^<5m  re¬ 
cently  quadrupled  its  investment  iKP/D 
stock  by  selling  out  at  a  high  specul^ve 
price  brought  on  by  questionable 
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tlm  of  his  own.  On  the  other  hand,  P/D’s 
loss  last  year  was  caiised  by  a  one-shot  write¬ 
down  of  company  assets,  and  the  company 
already  reported  a  bulllshly  handsome 
oflt  of  $1.02  per  share  In  the  first  quarter 
^1969.  There  Is  the  chance  for  a  kilUng  or 
a  aktMude,  In  order  words,  Jvtst  as  there  is  at 
one  ^the  company’s  crap  tables. 


/ 


Pahvin /Dohrmann  Prepares  for 
A  New  Game 

If  the  m^teer  proposed  last  week  between 
Parvln/Dohr^ann  Co.,  the  much-publicized 
owner  of  thre^JLjas  Vegas  hotel-casinos,  and 
Denny’s  Restaurtots,  Inc.,  operator  of  1,200 
fast-food  service  tjutlets,  goes  through,  the 
big  winner  will  be  i^D’s  wheeling  and  deal¬ 
ing  chairman,  Delbew  W.  Coleman. 

An  Akron-born  law^,  Coleman  has  been 
In  the  limelight  becaus^f  the  sky-rocketing 
performance  of  P/D  stockSnropelled  by  mas¬ 
sive  insider  and  institutional  trading.  Cole¬ 
man  holds  207,000  shares  wlHph  he  presum¬ 
ably  would  be  free  to  sell  sometime  after 
mid-October,  the  earliest  the  V/D-Denny’s 
deal  can  be  consummated.  Denny\.is  offering 
four  of  its  shares  for  one  of  P/D’s/whlch  at 
the  recent  $35  price  for  Denny’s  could  bring 
Coleman  a  $19-milllon  profit.  The  p^posal 
provides  that  Coleman  will  be  neltha:  an 
officer  nor  director  in  the  merged  corporaraon. 

Others  would  share  Coleman’s  fortuOT. 
When  he  agreed  last  Oct.  25  to  buy  300,000 
shares  of  P/D — 25%  of  the  company — from 
Harry  A  Goldman,  the  concern’s  chairman, 
and  Albert  B.  Parvin,  president,  at  $35  a 
share,  Coleman  also  was  acting  for  some 
associates.  Included  were  a  group  of  mutual 
fimds  and  luminaries  such  as  actress  Jill  St. 
John;  Chicago  lawyer  Sidney  R.  Korshak; 
William  C.  Bartholomay,  president  of  the 
Atlanta  Braves  baseball  team;  Allen  &  Co., 
the  large  New  York  Investment  house;  Alfred 
Powls,  president  of  Noranda  Mines,  a  Ca¬ 
nadian  concern  which  years  ago  bought  out 
a  Coleman-controlled  company;  and  Rubla 
M.  White,  wife  of  a  vice-president  of  Toron- 
to-Dominlon  Bank,  which  lent  Coleman  $2.5- 
million  to  pay  his  1968  income  taxes. 

Coleman’s  biggest  partner  was  F.  O.  F.  Pro¬ 
prietary  Funds,  Ltd.,  which  was  allotted 
81,000  shares.  But  the  fund  was  forced  to 
sell  its  shares  lij.  a  private  placement  this 
April  when  the  Nevada  Gaming  Control 
Board  objected  to  its  ownership.  It  is  part 
of  the  holdings  of  Bernard  Cornfeld’s  Swit¬ 
zerland-based  Investors  Overseas  Services, 
Ltd.,  empire  which  already  held  interests  in 
Resorts  International,  a  company  with  gam¬ 
bling  interests  in  the  Bahamas.  The  fund,' 
apparently  sold  its  holdings  for  $90  a  share, 
thus  becoming  among  the  first  to  cash,  in 
handsomely  on  P/D’s  stock  play. 

UP  and  away 

P/D’s  shares  rose  abruptly  soon  after  Cole¬ 
man  signed  the  deal  with  Parvin  4nd  Gold¬ 
man.  By  the  time  it  was  consummated  on 
Jan.  13,  the  stock  had  soared  to  68%.  The 
shares  kept  climbing  even  after  P/D  re¬ 
ported  a  loss  of  $2.49  a  share  for  1968.  The 
loss  was  cushioned,  however,  with  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  the  .company  earned  a 
first-quarter  profit  of  $1.02  a  share,  and  on 
May  13  the  price  moved  to  a  high  of  141%. 

Shares  declined  sharply,  but  only  tempo¬ 
rarily,  when  the  Nevada  Gaming  Control 
Board  said  it  would  •  issue  no  more  casino 
licenses  to  P/D  until  the  state  scrutinized 
operations  oj'  its  present  three  hotel-casi¬ 
nos — the  Fyemont,  Stardust,  and  Aladdin. 
This  appwently  stalled  P/D’s  contemplated 
purchase  of  the  Riviera  hotel-casino. 

Authorities  could  have  turned  on  a  cau¬ 
tion  hght  for  several  reasons,  among  them 
the  attention  attracted  to  P/D  by  Investl- 
g^ions  of  the  Securities  &  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission,  the  American  Stock  Exchange,  and 
.'even  the  commissioner  of  baseball.  Gaming 
/  officials  probably  were  also  upset  that  P/D 
would  have  been  buying  a  60%  controlling 


interest  in  the  Riviera  from  a  group  that 
Included  three  then  P/D  directors  and  one 
of  its  employees,  Edward  Torres.  Torres  now 
owns  63,000  P/D  shares,  manages  its  hotel 
operations,  and  is  still  a  Riviera  owner. 

In  mid-April,  the  American  Stock  Ex¬ 
change  halted  trading  in  P/Ds  shares,  and 
trading  started  over  the  counter.  On  May  5 
the  SEC  ordered  a  temporary  halt  to  OTC 
activity  in  the  stock.  ’The  ban  was  lifted 
May  12,  but  not  before  the  company  was 
forced  to  spell  out  details  of  Coleman’s  pur¬ 
chases  and  the  names  of  his  associates — 
something  he  had  failed  -to  do  because  of 
what  he  called  "an  oversight.” 

In  addition  to  notoriety  from  its  own  ac¬ 
tions,  P/D  was  buffeted  by  related  attacks 
on  the  Albert  Parvin  Foundation,  set  up  by 
P/D’s  former  president  ■with  revenues  from 
P/D  stock  and  from  shares  in  other  corpora¬ 
tions  with  gambling  Interests.  The  founda¬ 
tion’s  only  paid  officer  was  Supreme  Court 
Justice  'William  O.  Douglas,  who  resigned 
the  position  last  month. 

NEW  DAT 

Parvin/Dohrmann  currently  is  being  run 
by  32-year-old  William  C.  Scott,  Jr.,  a  "very 
close  friend”  of  Coleman’s.  Scott  predicts  the 
company  will  turn  out  to  be  a  classic  turn¬ 
around  situation. 

Scott  entered  the  scene  last  October  wha 
Coleman  asked  him  to  review  the  operatimis 
of  the  Los  Angeles-based  corporatlon/con- 
slstlng  of  Albert  Parvin  &  Co.,  an  ^erlor 
'  esign  company;  the  Dohrmann 'Co/J  a  119- 
yelK'-old  hotel  supply  and  equlpment-mak- 
Ing^oncem;  and  the  Aladdin  apra  Fremont 
hoteik  in  Nevada.  Before  the  nfonth  ended, 
Colem^  agreed  to  buy  into  T/a 

Scott,Nnow  P/D’s  presldenfC  was  then  the 
youngest'^rtner  in  the  amounting  firm  of 
Arthur  Anderson  &  Co.  He  says  he  found  a 
company  rlcnowlth  promise  and  opportunity, 
but  completely,  lackiiig  in  top  management 
and  financial  \pntp<fe.  Only  Parvin  and 
Goldman  were  petolitted  to  make  decisions, 
yet  Goldman  had  llMn  sick  all  year,  and  Par¬ 
vin  had  lost  in^resV  in  the  company. 

As  an  Indlc^lon  ors^he  bad  state  of  af¬ 
fairs,  Parvin /predicted  \n  Sept.  26  that  the 
company  wi^ld  show  a\rofit  “three  times 
1967,  maybe  four  times.”Nniis  would  have 
worked  out  to  earnings  of  between  $1.50  and 
$2  a  share.  Instead  of  the  loss  ^tually  shown. 

OPPORTUNITY 

Scott  saw  that  the  hotel-casindkwere  rak¬ 
ing  in  money — he  figures  the  Freimmt  for  a 
,year  and  the  Aladdin  for  six  months  wrought 
In  $1.80  a  share — and  more  could  be  ejected 
with  Improved  controls  and  the  addition  of 
more  hotels.  However,  the  company’s  otH^er 
operations  were  eating  up  the  profits. 

Since  taking  over  on  Jan.  10,  Scott  ha^ 
done  much  to  put  things  in  shape,  including 
tightening  financial  controls  on  the  Aladdin 
and  Fremont  as  well  as  the  Stardust,  which 
P/D  purchased  this  year.  For  the  first  quar¬ 
ter  Scott  reported  a  profit  of  $1.4-mlllion  or 
$1.02  a  share.  With  the  1,450-room  Stardust 
and  its  popular  Lido  show  in  the  company 
now,  he  expects  even  better  results  for  the 
year. 

Equally  enthusiastic  about  P/D’s  future 
is  Harold  Butler,  president  of  Denny’s.  He 
is  a  high-school  dropout  who  expects  his 
chain  to  earn  $5.7-million  on  sales  of  $90- 
mllllon  for  the  year  to  end  June  27. 

’The  combination  with  P/D,  Butler  says, 
fits  perfectly.  Denny’s,  which  plans  to  add  674 
units  in  two  years,  is  a  big  user  of  restaurant 
equipment,  which  P/D  builds.  “We  can  throw 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  into  the  company 
to  fill  production  lines,”  he  says.  The  cash 
flow  expected  will  approximate  $20-mllllon 
in  the  second  year  of  combined  operations 
and  will  help  Denny’s  expansion  as  money 
gets  tighter. 

Butler  says  Scott  is  shaping  up  P/D  so  fast 
that  he  expects  the  hotel-casinos  alone  will 
earn  $7-mllllon  this  year.  Based  on  this  esti¬ 
mate,  he  feels  the  operation  is  worth  four 


shares  of  Denny’s  stock,  and  he  is  uncon!- 
cerned  about  recent  gyrations  of  P/D  stock. 
On  Tuesday,  it  closed  at  $107%  a  shar^ 

Coleman,  meanwhile,  is  hanging  oryto  his 
P/D  stock,  and  claims  he  has  never  s^d  any. 
The  original  distribution  of  300,006  shares 
was  bought  with  associates,  ancL/^ach  took 
out  his  portion.  In  addition,  he  ^ught  50,500 
additional  shares  between  Deer  13  and  Mar. 
28  at  prices  between  $68  and  ^07. 

Coleman,  42,  has  been  ^  aggressive  op¬ 
erator  for  years.  In  1956  he  bought  into  See- 
burg  Corp.,  the  automa^  vending  machine 
company,  and  expand^  its  sales  from  $25- 
million  to  nearly  $l0p'-milllon.  But  he  failed 
in  efforts  to  turn  fieeburg  into  a  conglo¬ 
merate,  and  last  yfear  sold  out  to  Common¬ 
wealth  United  C^p.,  a  diversified  West  Coast 
entertainment^ased  company.  His  other  in¬ 
terest  include/a  share  of  the  Atlanta  Braves 
baseball  tea/n  and  a  seat  on  the  American 
board  of  IJoranda  Mines,  Ltd. 

TWO  VIEWS 

Colejfian  has  both  ardent  backers  and  ve- 
hem^t  detractors. 

Viwy  much  in  his  camp  is  Louis  J.  Nl- 
^ro.  president  of  Seeburg  under  Coleman, 
ftio  has  remained  with  the  company  since 
^Its  acquisition  by  Commonwealth  United. 

“Del  Coleman  specializes  in  financial  man¬ 
agement,  and  I’ve  never  seen  anyone  so  fast 
in  the  ways  of  financial  Imagination  and 
creativity,”  says  Nicastro.  Such  warmth  is 
natural;  he  made  $4.5-milllon  on  the  sale 
of  his  Seeburg  stock  to  Commonwealth.  In 
addition,  Nicastro’s  family  foundation  got 
9,000  of  those  p/d  shares  at  $35,  which  will 
mean  a  $l-mIlUon  profit  if  the  sale  to 
Denny’s  goes  through. 

Less  charitably  inclined  toward  Coleman 
is  Sidney  M.  Katz,  formerly  president  of  Kay 
Instruments.  Katz  sold  Kay  to  Seeburg  and 
worked  for  Coleman  for  a  year.  “My  educa¬ 
tion  under  Mr.  Coleman  was  fascinating, 
extensive,  painful,  and  expensive,”  says 
Katz.  The  two  men  disagreed  on  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  division,  and  Katz  left.  Kay 
then  was  sold  by  Seeburg  for  a  “very  sub¬ 
stantial  loss.” 

Another  Seeburg  executive  describes  Cole¬ 
man  as  "a  financial  wizard,”  but  he  adds 
that  “as  far  as  operating  a  business,  which 
technically  requires  the  confidence  of  a  large 
group  of  people,  he  isn’t  much  Interested.” 

TEAM 

All  of  this  may  explain  why  Coleman  has 
let  Scott  handle  p/d’s  day-to-day  operations 
while  he  functions  as  a  $l-a-year  chairman 
from  a  suite  in  New  York’s  Carlyle  Hotel. 
“Coleman  is  the  idea  man,  and  we  are  in 
touch  with  each  other  daily.  But  he  has 
given  me  total  control,”  says  Scott. 

While  the  combination  with  Denny’s  was 
lybeing  proposed,  Coleman  and  Scott  had  been 
lifting  through  a  long  list  of  new  names  for 
P^vln/Dohrmann,  hoping  to  find  one  to 
im^ove  its  public  image. 

have  the  list  down  to  about  12 
namesX  Coleman  says.  “It  will  be  something 
with  a  ^creational  sound  to  it.”  'Whatever 
the  choi^  and  if  it  operates  under  that 
name  as  a  division  of  Denny’s,  the  company 
seems  almosfS,.  fated  to  remain  in  the  spot¬ 
light.  Corpora^  historians,  in  fact,  will  find 
fascinating  bits'of  the  past  to  amuse  them¬ 
selves.  For  exampri^.  when  p/d  bought  Its  first 
Las  Vegas  hotel-casino,  the  Fremont,  on 
June  30,  1966,  the  sHllers  financed  the  sale. 

p/d  paid  $1,581,250  ip.  cash  and  $9,656,000 
in  notes.  But  it  raised '^e  cash  down  pay¬ 
ment  and  a  bit  more  for'worklng  capital  by 
selling  the  shareholders  oXPremont  125,000 
shares  of  p/d  at  $14  a  share/s 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIA’TIONS  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
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ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  47 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  this  after¬ 
noon  I  submit  an  amendment  to  the  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  bill  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed  and  lie  on  the  table. 
I  will  call  it  up  tomorrow  to  provide 
much  needed  funds  for  certain  educa¬ 
tional  programs  conducted  in  the  Dis- 
trist  of  Columbia.  In  reporting  this  bill, 
the  Appropriations  Committee  elimi¬ 
nated  $7  million  of  previously  authorized 
endowment  for  Federal  City  College  and 
its  companion  institution,  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Technical  Institute.  The  annual  in¬ 
terest  on  these  anticipated  funds — $360,- 
000 — has  been  earmarked  for  two  worth¬ 
while  and  important  programs  conducted 
at  these  institutions :  the  cooperative  ex¬ 
tension  program  of  Federal  City  College 
and  the  mechanical  arts  program  of  the 
Washington  Technical  Institute.  The 
amendment  would  restore  to  this  bill 
$360,000,  the  amount  needed  and  antici¬ 
pated  for  these  programs  during  their 
second  year  of  operation. 

Mr.  President,  these  two  programs  are 
comparable  to  programs  which  have 
been  operated  in  the  past  by  various 
land-grant  colleges  throughout  the 
coimtry.  They  are  basically  self-help 
programs  designed  to  enable  lower  in¬ 
come  citizens  to  provide  more  adequately 
for  themselves  and  their  families.  The 
mechanical  arts  program  consists  es¬ 
sentially  of  vocational  training.  The  co¬ 
operative  extension  program  involves 
education  in  the  fields  of  homemaking, 
nutrition,  family  living,  adult  and  con¬ 
sumer  education.  The  institutions  in¬ 
volved  provide  the  vehicles  for  admin¬ 
istration  of  these  programs. 

These  kinds  of  programs  have  proven 
their  value  in  the  past.  Their  self-help 
approach  is  one  which  Congress  has 
justly  fostered  in  other  areas.  Their  im¬ 
portance  at  this  time  of  imrest  and  need 
should  not  be  underestimated.  And  their 
particular  significance  in  the  urban  con¬ 
text  should  be  appreciated.  These  pro¬ 
grams  heip  the  urban  poor  become  more 
independent  of  public  support  and  enable 
them  to  become  more  productive  mem¬ 
bers  of  society.  During  its  first  year  of 
operation,  for  example,  the  extension 
program  brought  needed  advice  and 
training  to  more  than  800  families — 
more  than  4,000  individuals — in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  With  the  income  from 
the  $7  million  endowment,  officials  have 
anticipated  expanding  the  program 
threefold  during  its  second  year.  The 
amendment  would  enable  them  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  this  expansion. 

In,  light  of  difficulties  which  Federal 
City  Coliege  has  experienced  during  its 
first  year,  it  should  be  stressed  that  the 
cooperative  extension  program  is  not  an 
integral  part  of  the  college’s  regular  cur- 
riculmn,  does  not  directly  involve  its  reg¬ 
ular  undergraduate  or  graduate  student 
body,  and  is  not  conducted  on  the  col¬ 
lege’s  campus. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  in  proposing  the  appropriation  of 
$360,000  for  these  programs,  I  do  not 
view  this  as  a  substitute  for  the  full  $7.24 
million  endowment  previously  author¬ 
ized  under  Public  Law  90-354.  The 
House  appropriated  the  endowment. 


which  was  authorized  in  lieu  of  a  land 
grant,  and  so  this  will  be  a  matter  for 
discu^on  in  conference.  However,  I 
would  want  to  be  assured  that  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  would  be  continued.  Adoption 
of  this  amendment  will  accomplish  this. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  I  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Seiwice  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Cooperative  Extension  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  IS,  1969. 
Hon.  William  B.  Spong, 

V.S.  Semite, 

Washington,  D.C. 

E>ear  Senator  Spong:  This  letter  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  letter  regarding  the  $7.24  mil¬ 
lion  endowment  for  the  land  grant  status  of 
the  Federal  City  College. 

The  endowment  authorized  by  Congress 
(PL  90-354)  calied  for  appropriations  in  lieu 
of  iand  to  be  used  to  estabiish  agricuitural 
and  mechanical  arts  programs  for  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  This  is  a 
fund  appropriated  only  once  which  by  law 
must  be  invested  in  Government  securities 
and  bonds.  The  interest  in  the  amount  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $360,000  is  to  be  used  for  land 
grant  programs.  Such  programs  include  the 
traditional  agricultural  and  mechanical  pro¬ 
grams  as  well  as  adult  education  programs 
for  homemakers  and  citizens.  Washington 
Technical  Institute  which  shares  half  (50%) 
of  the  endowment  uses  its  funds  to  develop 
mechanical  arts  programs.  Initial  efforts  have 
resulted  in  developing  such  programs  as 
engineering,  environmental  science,  and  pol¬ 
lution  abatement.  The  Federal  City  College 
uses  its  half  in  agricultural  programs  in 
training  future  extension  workers,  4-H  lead¬ 
ers.  and  nutrition  educators.  The  funds  are 
also  used  in  extending  educational  oppor¬ 
tunities  off-campus  to  citizens  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  in  a  variety  of  areas. 

The  endowment  funds  are  not  used  to  pay 
the  salaries  of  the  regular  teaching  faculty 
of  Washington  Technical  Institute  and  the 
Federal  City  College.  The  staff  carrying  out 
the  land  grant  programs  are  not  the  same 
staff  teaching  the  regular  academic  programs. 
These  land  g:rant  programs  are  administered 
from  our  offices  at  the  Mt.  Vernon  Square 
site,  a  half  mile  removed  from  our  building 
at  425  Second  Street  which  serves  as  the 
campus  for  our  student  body.  This  program 
has  been  free  of  any  disturbances  and  may 
be  considered  one  of  the  most  successful 
sponsored  by  the  college. 

As  a  land  grant  college  we  also  receive 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  extension  funds  as  does  every  state  of 
the  union  to  carry  on  specific  Cooperative 
Extension  programs  in  such  areas  as  4^H 
youth  development,  home  economics,  and 
nutrition  education.  The  following  was 
stated  in  the  hearing  on  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  appropriations  for  1970; 

During  the  current  fiscal  year  the  Federal 
City  College  has  available  $75,000  provided 
in  the  1969  appropriation  and  $38,400  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  expanded  nutrition  program. 
Programs  of  family  living  and  nutrition  for 
low-income  families  are  underway,  as  are 
4-H  youth  programs. 

An  Extension  family  center  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  far  Northeast  in  the  Lincoln 
Heights  area  in  cooperation  with  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Housing  Authority.  Local  pro¬ 
grams  are  conducted  there  to  serve  people 
near  their  homes.  Federal  City  College  is 
planning  with  the  Mayor's  office  to  include 
Extension  work  in  the  model  cities  area. 


The  $275,000  Increase  requested  In  the 
budget  will  be  used  to  conduct  programs  In 
four  additional  community  locations.  The 
program  provided  'will  serve  10,000  members 
of  low-income  families  through  direct  in¬ 
volvement  in  family  living  programs  and 
12,000  youth  through  Involvement  in  youth 
programs.  Also,  the  staff  plans  to  make  in¬ 
creased  use  ■  of  radio,  television,  and  other 
mass  media. 

As  we  are  completing  our  first  six  months 
in  these  programs  we  have  seen  that  our 
predictions  were  Indeed  valid.  Recognizing 
Nutrition  Education  as  a  dire  need  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  the  Cooperative  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  has  initiated  several  programs  to  help 
in  this  area.  Already  more  than  4,000  peo¬ 
ple  in  800  families  have  been  reached  in  our 
Nutrition  Education  program.  Twenty-seven 
women,  selected  and  trained  by  extension 
home  economists,  have  returned  to  their  own 
communities  in  order  to  assist  low-income 
families  in  improving  their  diets.  The  pro¬ 
gram  took  on  broader  implications  when 
some  of  the  aides  testified  before  the  Select 
Senate  Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human 
Needs,  and  others  appeared  on  TV  and  radio 
broadcasts. 

As  a  part  of  Consumer  Education  lessons, 
housewives  learned  the  techniques  of  buying 
groceries  during  on-the-spot-training  ses¬ 
sions  in  local  supermarkets. 

In  an  effort  to  follow  our  programs  in  Nu¬ 
trition  Education,  a  telephone  answering 
service  has  been  established.  Three-minute 
“mini-lessons”  on  improved  family  living  are 
presented,  followed  by  an  opportunity  for 
specific  requests  from  the  caller.  These  calls 
are  followed  up  with  the  mailing  of  pertinent 
materials  in  an  effort  ot  keep  a  continuing 
contact  with  the  community. 

With  particular  emphasis  on  pioneering 
the  use  of  4-H  programs  in  urban  areas, 
over  1,500  D.C.  youth  have"  become  involved 
in  clubs  which  help  them  to  help  themselves. 
It  has  been  possible  to  use  existing  mechan¬ 
ical.  electrical,  horticultural,  home  economic, 
and  beautification  materials  developed  by 
national  4— H  offices  for  use  in  urban  set¬ 
tings.  For  instance,  training  in  mechanics 
originally,  used  in  rural  settings  on  farm 
machinery  have  been  used  in  urban  areas  on 
automotive  projects.  225  4-H  members  from 
the  50  states,  Canada,  and  Japan  were  joined 
by  two  District  of  Columbia  members  for 
the  5-day  National  4-H  Youth  Conference. 
In  this  connection  the  youth  participated 
in  “A  Day  on  Capitol  Hill”  where  they  visited 
with  Congressman  Nelsen  and  Senator 
Prouty. 

The  programs  at  the  Extension  family  cen¬ 
ter  have  included  Family  Financial  Plan¬ 
ning  Family  Clothing  Clinics,  and  Parent 
Education.  Through  continued  use  of  these 
programs  and  the  Institution  of  additional 
ones,  the  center’s  aim  is  to  assist  families 
to  more  effectively  utilize  economic,  ma¬ 
terial,  and  personal  resources. 

At  the  Lorton  Correctional  Institute,  our 
programs  have  developed  to  include  a  full 
freshman  curriculum  beginning  July  1,  1969, 
in  order  to  enable  the  Inmates  to  be  parolled 
to  the  Federal  City  College  as  well  as  other 
area  colleges  with  the  advantage  of  having 
college  experience  behind  them.  As  it  has 
been  found  that  over  70%  of  parolled  in¬ 
mates  end  up  returning  to  Lorton,  the  hope 
is  that  this  will  reduce  vliat  high  rate  of 
recidivism  considerably. 

As  the  Director  of  Cooperative  Extension 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  Dean  of 
Community  Education  at  the  Federal  City 
College.  I  work  closely  with  the  other  50 
states  in  the  direction  of  these  programs. 
My  former  experience  as  Assistant  to  the 
Administrator  of  the  Federal  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  assures  me  that  they  would  concur  with 
me  that  in  less  than  one  year  of  operation 
we  have  carried  out  effective,  successful  pro¬ 
grams  generally  associated  with  extension 
service  and  we  are  pleased  with  the  results. 


June  18,  1969 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
name  of  the  able  and  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Allen),  who 
presently  presides  over  this  Chamber 
with  a  degree  of  skill  and  dignity  “so 
rare  as  a  day  in  June,”  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  amendment  which  was 
earlier  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  (Mr.  Baker)  and  accepted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  managers  of  the 
bUl,  to  exempt  from  the  limitations,  im¬ 
posed  by  the  appropriations  bUl  which 
we  are  now  considering,  those  expenses 
of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  its  power  opera¬ 
tions,  and  so  forth. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


S6731 


The  need  for  land  grant  prc^ams  In  the 
District  of  Columbia  Is  Indeed  great.  The 
Interest  from  this  endowment  which  is  es¬ 
timated  to  be  $360,000  In  the  first  year,  would 
enable  us  to  triple  our  efforts  In  these  areas. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Eugene  Wiegman, 

Director,  Cooperative  Extension  Service, 
Dean,  Community  Education. 

ADDITIONAI.  COSPONSOR  OF  AN  AMENDMENT 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  there  be  no  further  business  to 
come  before  the  Senate,  I  move,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  previous  order,  as 
modified,  that  the  Senate  stand  in  ad¬ 
journment  until  11  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  48  minutes  p.m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned  untU  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
June  19,  1969,  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 
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tentiary  of  the  United  States  of  America  to 
Canada. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  18, 1969: 

Post  Office  Department 
Harold  F.  Paught,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  l*e 
an  Assistant  Postmaster  General. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
James  J.  Needham,  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  expir¬ 
ing  June  5,  1973. 


Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  18, 1969: 

Diplomatic  and  Foreign  Service 
John  G.  Hurd,  of  Texas,  to  be  Ambassador 
Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  Venezuela. 

Joseph  Palmer  2d,  of  Maryland,  a  Foreign 
Service  oflicer  of  the  class  of  Career  Min¬ 
ister,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and 
Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  Kingdom  of  Libya. 

Adolph  W.  Schmidt,  of  Pennsylvania,  to. 
be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenlpps- 


WITHDRAWAL 

Executive  nomination  withdrawn  from 
the  Senate  June  18, 1969: 

.  In  the  Army  ; 

Lt.  Gen.  William  Beehler  Bunker,  019402, 
Army, ‘of  the  United  States  (major  general, 
U.S/Army)  to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list 
irydihe  grade  of  lieutenant  general  under  the 
OTovisions  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
.  section  3962,  which  was  sent  to  the  Senate  on 
May  23,  1969.  General  Bunker  died  June  5, 
1969. 
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committee  "tenMtively  agreed"  to  extend  food  stamp  program.  NSenate  committees 
voted  to  repeyrt  Great  Plains  conservation  and  disaster  relief  IAtI.  Consent 
granted  foryHouse  consideration  next  week  of  continuing  appropri^ion  resolution, 
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1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  87-2,  with  amendments  H.  R,  11400,  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1969.  pp.  S6789-94,  S6800-13 


Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Spong,  to  increase  by  $360,000  funds  for  higher  educa¬ 
tional  activities  which  shall  be  considered  as  interest  earned 
on  a  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  the  D.  C.  Public 
Education  Act  for  Federal  City  College  and  Washington  Techni¬ 
cal  Institute.  Sen.  Spong  stated  this  amendment  would  appro¬ 
priate  "in  lieu  of  land -grant -endowment  appropriation  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  income  on 
such  an  endowment.  This  will  enable  the  extension  work  in 


nutrition  education,  homemaking,  consumer  and  adult  education 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  to  be  tripled  in  the  next  year," 
pp.  S6789  90 

By  Sen.  Javits,  89-1,  to  increase  funds  for  the  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps  summer  program  under  the  Manpower  Training  and  Development 
Act.  pp.  S6790-811 
Conferees  were  appointed.  p.  S6812 


RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  InsuDar  Affairs/committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R,  11069,  to  author! ze\the  appropriation  of  funds  for  Padre 
Island  National  Seashore  (S.  Rept,  9K26ly  and  with  amendments  S,  912,  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Fl^issant  Fossil  Beds  National 
Monument,  Colo.  (S.  Rept.  91-263).  p.y^^739 


3.  TARIFF.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  88^4,  to  imake  permanent  the  existing 
temporary  suspension  on  crude  chi^ry  roots, \pp,  S6733-6,  S6816-17 


Conferees  were  appointed. 

4.  FOOD  STAMPS.  The  "Daily  Digest^  states  that  theNAgriculture  and  Forestry 

Committee  "in  executive  sess^n,  tentatively  agr^d  to  extend  authorization 
for  the  food  stamp  program  Jmrough  fiscal  year  197^^  Committee  also  tenta¬ 
tively  agreed  to  report  ar^original  joint  resolution\increasing  from  $340 
million  to  $750  million  Sounds  for  this  program  for  fi^al  year  1970."  p. 
D525 


CONSERVATION.  The  "^ily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  voted  tc^report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  ^90,  the  Great 
Plains  conservat^n  program  bill.  p.  D525 

Sen.  Dole  cc^unended  and  inserted  an  article,  "Surprising  Se^etary- -Hickel 
Quiets  Critic^by  Showing  Great  Zeal  for  Conservation  Ef f ort- - Slt^tics  Are 
Still  Dubiou^  on  Interior  Chief,  but  He  Acts  on  Oil  Leaks,  Parks -^eaning  on 


a  Powerful^ide. "  pp,  S6750-2 


June  19,  1969 
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the  utter  futility  of  initiating  nuclear 
L.war. 

The  possibility  of  the  continued 
>wth  of  Soviet  nuclear  forces  to  a  point 
whVre  a  response  on  our  part  was  re- 
quiiw  has  been  recognized  for  several 
years. Npie  most  recent  review  of  that 
situatic^has  convinced  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  DeWise,  and  the  President  that 
a  response  \p  preserve  our  deterrent 
stren^h  musNte  initiated  now.  This  re¬ 
view  considere^the  Soviet  threat  that 
exists  now,  the  tiNf  involved  in  our  mak¬ 
ing  an  adequate  sespoixse,  and  uncer¬ 
tainties  in  Soviet  ^tentions.  The  re¬ 
sponse  proposed  is  sKfeguard.  Phase  1 
of  the  Safeguard  deploSment  is  a  light 
defense  of  part  of  our  Mtauteman  land- 
based  ICBM  force.  In  the  Mnual  reviews 
of  the  program  promised  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  subsequent  actions  of  ihe  Soviet 
Union  and  the  status  of  the  arme  limita¬ 
tion  talks  will  be  carefully  consi^red  in 
determining  which,  if  any,  of  the  (^ions 
available  in  phase  2  of  the  de^y- 
ment  it  is  appropriate  to  undertakeNn 
my  opinion,  this  light  defense  of  o 
Minuteman  ICBM’s  is  a  prudent  step 
toward  maintaining  the  adequacy  of  our 
deterrent.  With  annual  reviews  it  will 
remain  responsive  to  changes,  up  or 
down,  in  the  Soviet  offensive  forces. 

Safeguard  clearly  tells  the  Soviet 
Union  that  faced  with  the  growing 
threat  to  the  survival  of  our  deterrent 
force,  had  we  elected  to  increase  the 
number  of  our  deterrent  weapons,  our 
action  could  have  been  misconstrued  as 
a  threat  to  their  nation.  Safeguard,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  threaten  the  Soviet  Union. 
And — the  Soviet  leaders  know  that.  I 
repeat — the  Soviet  leaders  know  that. 
While  meeting  our  second  goal — it  will 
not  incite  a  Soviet  reaction  and  thus  add 
to  the  arms  race  nor  will  it  in  any  way 
hinder  the  initiation  of  arms  limitation 
talks.  The  Safeguard  program  has  as  one 
of  its  possible  future  alternatives  a  thin 
defense  against  attacks  anywhere  in  the 
country.  This  is  not  part  of  the  first 
phase  of  Safeguard  and  would  be  under¬ 
taken  only  if  future  developments  prove 
it  to  be  necessary.  We  do  not  know  how 
to  defend  our  cities  against  massive  at¬ 
tacks  such  as  the  Soviet  Union  could 
launch,  except  by  letting  them  know  that 
we  have  the  capability  of  retaliating^ith 
unacceptable  destruction.  We  couUT  pro¬ 
tect  them  agairrst  light  attacl^  which 
would  be  the  best  Communi^  China 
might  do  for  some  years.  It  i^ot  neces¬ 
sary  nor  is  it  being  prop^d  to  make 
the  decision  now  to  d^loy  such  a 
nationwide  defense.  Tha^^ill  be  decided 
only  when  necessary. 

Then,  it  is  necessa^  to  set  the  record 
straight  on  another  important  factor — 
cost.  The  Amerioftn  people  have  been 
confused  and  ^fermed  by  the  figures 
quoted  by  son^of  those  who  oppose  the 
ABM.  They  jkouM  have  us  believe  the 
President  i^ends  to  open  the  money 
hydrant  pour  some  $30  billion, 
or  even  A  hundred  billion  dollars  into 
a  proamm  before  the  first  phase  of 
reseMth  and  development  is  started. 
That.  Mr.  President,  simply  is  not  the 
I  submit  there  is  a  question  of 
topriety  in  such  rhetoric  and  when  our 


citizens  are  already  overtaxed,  it  is  in¬ 
deed  cruel  to  raise  the  specter  of  an  im¬ 
possible  financial  burden  in  order  to 
deny  the  President  the  Safeguard  he 
needs.  The  President  has  asked  for  only 
$392  million  to  proceed  with  the  initial 
steps  toward  deployment  of  Safeguard. 
Tliis  is  less  than  the  usual  request  for 
major  programs  and  is  a  small  price  to 
pay  for  a  step  toward  the  continued  se¬ 
curity  of  our  people. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  may  bon’ow  from 
the  vernacular  of  our  youth,  it  is  time 
to  tell  it  like  it  is.  Safeguard  is  simply 
a  minimum  prudent  step  to  protect  pur 
deterrent  capability  in  the  face  of  a  large 
and  growing  Soviet  offensive  nuclear 
strike  capability.  It  is  a  step  which  will 
not  quicken  the  arms  race;  it  is  a  step 
which  does  not  hinder  arms  limitation 
talks;  it  is  a  step  which  goes  only  so  far 
as  is  required  by  the  growth  in  the  Soviet 
force;  it  is  a  step  which  is  subject  to 
annual  review  by  the  President  and  the 
Congress;  and  it  is  a  step  which  must  be 
taken  now  if  we  are  to  have  any  defense 
5  years  from  now.  It  is  a  step  which,  I 
believe,  the  secm’ity  of  this  Nation  de¬ 
mands  that  we  take. 


CONCLUSION  OP  MORNINGy 
BUSINESS 

MrAyMANSFIELD.  Mr.  Presji<Ient,  is 
there  further  morning  busines^ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT,  i^there  fur¬ 
ther  mornHjg  business?  If  /lot,  morning 
business  is  ^sed.  ' 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  ACT,  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental 
appropi’iations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  pending 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Javits)  . 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk  wUl 
call  the  roU. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quoiTim  call  be  rescinded. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMERICAN  CASUALTIES  IN 
VIETNAM 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  Defense 
Department  reports  that  for  the  week 
ending  June  14,  335  American  soldiei's 


were  killed  in  Vietnam  and  1,695  were 
wounded. 

This  brings  the  total  number  of  sue 
casualties  to  more  than  42,000  wh^h 
have  suffered  in  Vietnam  since  fhfrin- 
auguration  of  President  Nixon. 

Mr.  President,  this  war  mus^nd.  It 
must  end  because  it  is  immor^  and  be¬ 
cause  it  is  wrong. 

It  must  end  too,  because/ft  threatens 
to  destroy  us. 

I  hope  that  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  will  consider 
convening  the  committee  in  public  ses¬ 
sion  in  order  to  eiotmine  the  question: 
What  is  the  roa^ to  peace,  and  what 
policy,  what  ac^n,  would  constitute  a 
step  toward  pe^e,  an  appropriate  policy 
for  peace? 

This,  it  sepftis  to  me,  is  the  fundamental 
policy  deepen  before  our  country  today. 
We  havy^been  diverted  from  this  prin¬ 
cipal  isime  by  the  attention  focused  upon 
the  proposal  to  withdraw  some  25,000 
Amwican  soldiers  from  South  Vietnam, 
me  key  policy  issue  is  whether  the 
lited  States  shall  seek,  and  whether 
^we  will  use  our  pervasive  presence  in 
South  Vietnam  to  persuade  a  peaceful 
settlement  through  concilliation  of  the 
forces  and  factions  in  South  Vietnam,  or 
whether  we  shall  persist  in  supporting 
and  maintaining  in  power  the  reprisive 
Thieu-Ky  regime. 

Now  that  President  Nixon  has  “ruled 
out”  a  military  victory,  the  political  proc¬ 
ess  seems  an  appropriate,  if  not  the 
only,  procedure  for  peace.  What  proce¬ 
dure  or  policy  would  be  most  appropri¬ 
ate? 

This  deserves  and  requires  our  atten¬ 
tion. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
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The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
endir^  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Spong) 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  his 
amendment,  and  that  consideration  of 
my  amendment  shall  follow  immediately 
upon  the  disposition  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  47 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  47  and  ask  that  it 
bo  st3>tod 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 
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On  page  17,  line  11,  strike  out  “$19,920,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$20,280,000”. 

On  page  18,  line  6,  after  “grants,”  insert 
the  following:  “$360,000  which  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  and  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  interest  earned  on  the  sum  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  by  section  108(b) 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  (D.C.  Code,  sec.  31-1608) 
and  shall  not  be  considered  as  an  amount 
appropriated  under  such  section,”. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  first,  let 
me  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  for  yielding  to  me  at  this  time. 

On  yesterday,  I  filed  a  complete  state¬ 
ment  on  this  amendment  along  with  cer¬ 
tain  correspondence  pertinent  to  it. 

Additionally  I  would  only  say  to  the 
Senate  that  this  amendment  appropri¬ 
ates,  in  lieu  of  land-grant-endowment 
appropriation  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  income  on 
such  an  endowment.  This  will  enable  the 
extension  work  in  nutrition  education, 
homemaking,  consumer  and  adult  edu¬ 
cation  in  the  District  of  Columbia  to  be 
tripled  in  the  next  year.  The  fate  of  the 
endowment  fund,  which  has  passed  the 
House,  will  be  determined  in  conference. 
Regardless  of  what  the  conference  de¬ 
cides,  this  type  of  extension  education  is 
badly  needed  at  this  time  in  the  District. 

I  have  discussed  this  with  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  and  oth¬ 
ers  on  the  committee,  and  I  would  be 
pleased  at  this  time  to  hear  from  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  with  regard 
to  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia  has  discussed  this  matter  with 
me  and  I  have  discussed  it  with  the 
ranking  minority  member  on  the  sub¬ 
committee.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Spong)  has  made  a  fine 
presentation  which  has  reflected  a  great 
deal  of  research  and  work  on  his  part. 
I  commend  him  for  it.  The  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  and  I_  have  agreed  to 
accept  this  amendment  and  go  to  con¬ 
ference  with  it. 

Mr.  SPONG.  I  thank  the  able  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agi-eed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
now  recurs  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits) 
(No.  40). 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  I  shall  go  ahead,  as  some  of  the 
points  with  respect  to  this  amendment 
are  incorporated  in  a  letter  which  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  has  received,  and 
deal  with  the  basic  problem. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  really  in¬ 
volved  here  is  the  very  deeply  rooted 
one  of  reallocation  of  priorities  in  our 
country.  I  seek  to  reallocate  an  amount 
of  $55  million,  which  is  no  great  sum  of 
money,  considering  the  problems  and 
the  extent  of  our  budgetai-y  expendi- 
tm-es.  Nonetheless,  it  is  a  significant  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  people  like  myself,  deeply 
concerned  with  our  big  cities,  as  well  as 
our  smaller  cities,  and  with  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  to  them,  have  been  bringing  up 
before  the  Congress. 


Here  we  are,  coming  into  the  smn- 
mer,  with  more  than  1,500,000  young 
boys  and  girls,  below  the  poverty  line, 
14  to  21  years  of  age,  out  of  school;  the 
question  is.  What  is  going  to  happen  to 
them  this  summer?  This  question  is  com¬ 
plicated,  of  course,  by  unforeseen  events 
which  could  take  place.  But  we  already 
know  we  have  faced  a  condition  of  con¬ 
cern  and  disruption  not  only  in  colleges 
and  universities,  but  in  high  schools  as 
well,  and  hence  we  probably  do  not  face 
a  tranquil  national  situation. 

In  addition,  we  are  veiT  cognizant  of 
the  fact  that  in  the  field  of  housing, 
health,  and  education,  we  have  tremen¬ 
dous  divisiveness  and  many  dislocations 
in  the  country.  I  need  only  mention  the 
teiTible  struggle,  so  bitter  and  deep,  over 
school  decentralization  in  my  own  city 
of  New  York;  the  fact  that,  for  lack  of 
money,  whole  school  systems  have  been 
shut  down  in  other  parts  of  the  countiY. 
indicates  the  incendiary  material  that  is 
upon  us.  In  addition,  the  measures  which 
we  have  taken  in  the  poverty  program, 
the  manpower  training  program,  and  so 
many  other  programs,  have  given  some 
opportunity,  but  by  no  means  enough 
opportunity,  to  make  a  dent  in  the 
mounting  of  poverty  in  the  country. 
Hence,  all  of  the  combustible  materials 
are  there,  and  the  outlook  seems  bleak. 

The  question  is.  What  kind  of  summer 
are  we  going  to  have?  I  do  not  know,  but 
I  do  know  that  I  am  certainly  against 
asking  for  trouble  or  paying  somebody 
off  not  to  create  it.  I  feel  that  when  we 
have  ongoing  programs  which  have 
proved  their  worth,  which  are  modest  in 
cost,  and  which  are  a  constructive  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  way  in  which  citizens  in 
the  poverty  classification  can  be  helped, 
we  certainly  ought  to  do  everything  we 
can  to  enhance  these  programs  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  constructive  utilization  of 
the  time  of  our  Nation’s  youth.  No  one 
knows  better  than  I — who  have  had  a 
lifetime  of  experience  with  all  of  these 
programs — that  you  simply  cannot  force 
money  into  these  operations  the  way  you 
would  force  food  into  the  throat  of  a 
Strasbourg  goose.  But  there  must  be 
some  capacity  to  use  them  effectively. 

Hence,  both  the  Department  of  Labor, 
which,  by  the  delegation  of  the  Anti¬ 
poverty  Office,  handles  this  particular 
matter,  and  the  committees,  and  others, 
have  done  their  utmost  to  ascertain  what 
is  really  needed  as  compared  with  what  is 
available.  The  real  issue  between  my 
committee  and  myself  and  those  who  are 
supporting  me — and  I  will  read  the  list  of 
the  cosponsors  of  this  amendment — is: 
Shall  we  provide  what  the  Department 
says  can  be  used  effectively,  or  shall  we 
provide  what  the  mayors  of  the  country, 
who  are  right  on  the  firing  line,  feel  can 
be  used  effectively? 

We  must  bear  in  mind  that,  no  matter 
what  we  provide  in  the  Senate — and  I, 
have  served  on  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  just  as  has  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Cotton)  ,  who 
are  both  in  the  Chamber — this  matter 
will  go  to  conference  and  some  com¬ 
promise  will  be  hammered  out.  Or  shall 
it  be  some  figure  in  between? 


June  19,  1969 

Here  are  the  bare  bones  of  the  factual 
situation:  Last  year  there  were,  roughly 
speaking,  336,000  of  these  siunmer  job 
slots.  The  reason  why  there  were  336,000, 
and  not  something  like  300,000,  was  that 
after  an  unbelievable  struggle  in  the  con¬ 
ference,  with  the  tremendous  aid  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  , 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr. 
Cotton)  ,  and  other  members,  it  so  hap¬ 
pens  that  we  got  $13  million  more  than 
the  House  originally  allow'ed.  So  we  had 
336,000  slots. 

The  target  population  is  1,500,000 
youths  between  14  and  21  in  the  poverty 
categoiT.  The  Department  of  Labor  says 
that  if  you  add  24,000  more  slots  to  the 
336,000  slots  already  provided — ^making  a 
total  of  360,000  slots — then  that’s  making 
a  total  of  all  they  think  they  can  effec¬ 
tively  use.  That  would  require  that  the 
added  appropriation  which  is  contained 
in  the  committee  amendment  be  $10  mil¬ 
lion,  instead  of  the  $7,500,000  provided. 

I  will  say  this  to  the  members  of  the 
committee:  The  department  has  been 
moving  on  this  matter.  At  one  lime,  its 
figure  was  $5.5  million  additional.  V^en 
the  Appropriations  Committee  considered 
it,  the  amount  was  $7.5  million.  The  last  I 
figure  which  we  received,  which  was  just 
the  other  day,  June  17,  moved  the  figure 
up  to  $10  million. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  significant  approach 
to  the  question  of  a  reallocation  of  prior¬ 
ities  that  the  Department  has  been  mov¬ 
ing  up  its  own  ^ure  as  it  has  obtained 
more  information. 

The  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  which 
represents  the  mayors  of  610  cities,  hap¬ 
pens  to  have  been  meeting  in  Pittsburgh 
this  week.  The  conference  feels  that  the 
cities  need  136,500  slots.  In  fact,  it 
adopted  a  resolution,  which  I  agreed  to 
report  to  the  Senate,  which  was  phoned 
in  to  me  just  yesterday,  asking  for  $100 
million,  not  for  the  $55  million  which  I 
have  asked  for,  which  is  the  appropriate 
translation  of  the  136,500  slots,  at  $411 
into  $55  million.  They  have  asked  for  ' 
$100  million,  based  upon  what  they  con¬ 
sider  to  be  their  best  information. 

The  $55  million  for  136,500  would  stand  ( 
in  the  place  of  the  $7i/4  million  for  16,000 
to  17,000  slots  which  the  committee  bill 
would  add,  and  in  place  of  the  $10 
million  for  24,000  slots  which  even  the 
Department  of  Labor  recommends.  This 
number,  36,000  slots,  is  based  on  the  ac¬ 
tual  survey  of  capability  of  use  of  the  U.S. 
Conference  of  Mayors.  It  calls  for  72,382 
slots  in  the  50  largest  cities  in  the  coun¬ 
try;  and  I  put  into  the  Record  of  last 
Monday  a  chart  which  analyzes  that 
figure,  and  shows  the  additions  required 
m  each  major  city,  so  that  Senators  may 
identify  and  check  our  figures. 

The  72,000  slots  for  the  50  major  cities 
would  cost  roughly  $30  million.  I  am 
giving  these  various  cost  flgui'es,  because 
I  think  each  of  them  is  meaningful. 

In  the  smaller  cities  of  the  country,  the 
mayors  estimate  that  some  67,000  slots 
are  required.  Now,  because  the  data  has 
been  slow  in  coming  in,  we  have  only 
been  able  to  get  samplings  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  States.  However,  we  do  have  a 
sampling  of  a  smaller  city  from  practi- 
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cally  every  State.  So  I  ask  unanimous 
consent,  Mr.  President,  that  there  be 
printed  in  the  Record  a  revised  chart 
which  shows  the  findings  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  of  mayors  as  to  the  largest  cities — 


1  May  not  have  a  program,  but  could  use  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  important  point,  Mr. 
President,  is  that  the  mayors  are  the  men 
on  the  spot.  They  know  the  worth  of  the 
program,  and  they  know  the  target. 

There  is  no  longer  any  question  of 
meeting  the  target.  I  wish  we  could 
change  the  priorities  of  our  Nation  so 
that  we  could  meet  the  target  of  1.5  mil¬ 
lion  youth  in  the  poverty  category, 
through  action  by  private  business,  vol¬ 
untary  organizations,  and  Government. 
It  would  take  a  considerably  larger  ap¬ 
propriation  than  we  will  get  here,  even  if 
this  amendment  is  agreed  to.  But  still 
the  target  could  not  be  met,  because  they 
simply  cannot  absorb  them;  the  machin¬ 
ery  is  not  available.  Let  us  remember  that 


which  I  have  already  presented — and  also 
as  to  the  smaller  cities  in  each  State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


this  is  mid-June,  and  we  are  figuring 
against  a  deadline  after  which  it  will  not 
be  possible  to  put  the  money  to  effective 
use. 

So  we  have  to  adjust  ourselves  to  what 
we  can  do  rather  than  what  is  required. 
According  to  the  mayors,  what  we  should 
do,  at  the  very  minimum  is  provide  $55 
million  for  the  136,500  slots.  And,  as  I 
have  just  indicated,  the  mayors  have  just 
passed  a  resolution,  an  excerpt  from 
which  I  shall  read,  asking  for  $100  mil¬ 
lion.  But  they  have  been  able  to  give  me 
only  figures  to  back  up  the  $55  million, 
and  that  is  why  I  have  moved  for  that 
amount. 

The  resolution,  adopted  yesterday  in 


Pittsburgh  by  the  Conference  of  Mayors, 
reads  in  part  as  follows: 

Whereas,  the  federal  govemment  through 
on-going  youth  activities  In  supplemental 
appropriations  to  the  Office  of  Economic  Op- 
portimlty  and  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps 
provided  employment  and  recreational  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  thousands  of  inner-cities  during 
the  summer  of  1968  and  will  do  so  again  this 
summer;  and 

Whereas,  there  has  been  inadequate  at¬ 
tention  given  to  problems  of  employment 
of  youth  between  the  ages  of  14  and  16  by 
both  govemment  and  industry;  and 

Whereas,  the  funding  of  these  Important 
programs,  which  contribute  to  constmctlve 
summers  for  thousands,  was  and  Is  Inade¬ 
quate  for  needs  in  the  cities.  .  .  . 

Now  therefore  be  it  resolved  that  the 
United  States  Conference  of  Mayors  calls 
upon  the  President  to  request  and  Congress 
immediately  to  approve  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $100  million  for  the  summer  of 
1969  for  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Com¬ 
munity  Action  Programs,  summer  Head  Start, 
and  summer  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps; 

This  is.  the  finding  of  the  conference 
of  mayors. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  fundamental 
issue  before  us.  I  should  now  like  to  turn, 
as  juxtaposed  to  the  mayors’  view  of 
what  is  required,  to  the  Department  of 
Labor’s  own  view  of  what  is  required. 

In  a  letter  of  June  17,  1969,  supplied  to 
Senator  Byrd,  but  of  which  they  were 
kind  enough  to  let  me  have  a  copy,  the 
Department  says : 

The  Department,  alter  smveying  its  Re¬ 
gional  Offices,  estimates  that  It  could  be  ef¬ 
fectively  utilize  an  additional  $10  million. 
These  additional  funds  would  provide  24,000 
additional  job  opportunities  for  youth  in  the 
stunmer  NYC  program.  When  added  to  limds 
already  available  lor  the  NYC  program  this 
year,  the  Department  will  have  avaUable  ap¬ 
proximately  $149  million  and  approximately 
360,000  slots. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  should  not 
forget  that  this  still  is  targeted  at  1.5 
million  youth — 

This  compares  to  $126,676,730  and  340,043 
slots  available  lor  summer  NYC  last  year  and 
represents  an  Increase  over  last  year  of  ap¬ 
proximately  20,000  job  opportunities. 

Then  they  go  on  with  the  details  of 
how  the  program  operates,  et  cetera.  I 
add  to  my  quotation  this  paragraph, 
which  I  think  is  very  important: 

The  program  becomes  less  flexible  as  the 
commencement  of  operations  approaches — 
staff  has  been  hired,  arrangements  for  work 
stations,  supervision,  etc.  have  been  made. 
However,  the  labor  Department  estimates 
that  meaningful  work  opportunities  could 
be  provided  for  the  additional  20,000  youth 
if  funds  were  made  available  In  late  June. 
Pour  thousand  of  these  additional  slots 
would  provide  the  same  level  of  opportun¬ 
ities  as  in  the  1968  smnmer  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  16,000  would  provide  for  some — 

I  emphasize  that  word  “some” — 
of  the  pressing  needs  of  particularly  the 
larger  urban  areas. 

We  have  obtained  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  a  breakdown  of  where 
these  20,000  or  24,000  opportunities  would 
be  provided,  assuming  that  we  got  the 
$10  million.  That  $10  million,  of  course, 
is  not  in  the  bill — the  bill  calls  for  only 
$7.5  million.  I  should  like  to  make  just 
a  few  comparisons,  if  I  may,  in  some  of 


state 


Major  50  cities 


Slots  needed  Small  cities 


Slots  needed 


Alabama.. 

Alaska _ 

Arizona... 

Arkansas.. 

California. 


Birmingham. 
Phoenix _ 


421 


1,343 


Colorado _ 

Connecticut. 


San  Francisco. 
Los  Angeles... 

San  Diego _ 

Oakland _ 

.  Denver . 


642 

2,401 

884 

1,232 

233 


Little  Rock. 
Compton... 


600 

200 


Delaware. 

Florida.... 


Georgia. 

Hawaii.. 

Idaho... 

Illinois.. 

Indiana. 


Miami _ 

Tampa... 
Atlanta... 
,  Honolulu. 


501 

586 

420 

458 


Bristol . 

Norwalk _ 

Burlington  i _ 

Wilmington _ 

Orlando _ 

Fort  Lauderdale. 


25 

50 

50 

200 

500 

100 


Iowa . . 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts. 

Michigan . 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 


Chicago . 

Indianapolis. 

Fort  Worth _ 

Gary . 


8,846 
238 
270  . 
370 


Louisville _ 

New  Orleans. 


1,080  Lexington. 
7,264  _ 


150 


Baltimore _ 

Boston _ 

Detroit _ 

Minneapolis. 


2,363 
814 
2, 422 
508 


Montana . 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire. 
New  Jersey _ 


New  York. 


Kansas  City. 
St.  Louis _ 


350 

1,200 


Omaha. 


188 


Billings. 


100 

"50 


North  Carolina. 
North  Dakota.. 
Ohio . 


Jersey  City _ 

Newark _ 

New  York  City. 

Buffalo . 

Rochester _ 


385 
1,493 
21, 621 
635 
461 


Manchester. 


Charlotte. 


150 


Oklahoma. 


Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania.. 

Rhode  Island.. 
South  Carolina. 
South  Dakota... 

Tennessee _ 

Texas . . 


Toledo _ 

Dayton . 

Columbus _ 

Cincinnati _ 

Cleveland _ 

Akron _ 

Oklahoma  City. 

Tulsa _ 

Portland _ 

Pittsburgh _ 

Philadelphia... 


82 

84 

456 

617 

2,882 

97 

399 

69 

431 

1,343 

942 


Columbia. 


50 


Utah . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ 

Washington... 
West  Virginia. 


Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Washington,  D.C. 


.  Memphis _ 

.  Houston . . 

Fort  Worth _ 

San  Antonio... 

Dallas . . 

.  Salt  Lake  City. 


377  . 

970 

270 

1, 434  . 
495  , 
200 


Norfolk. 

Seattle.. 


616 

285 


Burlington*. 


50 


Milwaukee. 


372 

'i'oir: 


Wheeling _ 

Parkersburg. 


300 

200 
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the  most  difficult  and  congested  regions 
of  the  comrtry. 

Let  us  take,  for  example,  the  New  York 
region,  which  is  mine.  The  Labor  De¬ 
partment’s  program  would  provide  for 
5,413  slots  for  New  York,  New  Jersey,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

It  is  interesting  that  the  estimate  of 
the  mayors  for  the  city  of  New  York 
comes  to  21,621  slots,  or  four  times  what 
is  requested  for  the  whole  region.  This  is 
quite  apart  from  the  needs  of  Newark, 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  and  other  critical  New 
York  areas. 

In  the  New  England  region,  the  24,000 
slots  would  provide  for  362  additional 
slots,  and  yet  Boston  alone,  according 
to  the  certification  of  its  mayor,  needs 
635. 

That  the  mayors  have  themselves  been 
moving  up  their  targeting  is  shown  by 
the  fact  that  in  their  resolution  they  seek 
$100  million  while  I  am  seeking  $55  mil¬ 
lion.  Also  I  call  attention  to  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Eagleton)  . 

Senator  Eagleton  looked  over  our 
chart  for  the  50  largest  cities,  and  found 
that  the  figure  for  two  cities  in  Missouri, 
to  wit,  Kansas  Chty  and  St.  Louis,  were 
269  and  zero,  respectively,  over  and 
above  what  they  were  allocated  by  the 
basic  appropriation,  which  was  800  for 
Kansas  City  and  1,080  for  St.  Louis. 

He  checked  on  those  figures,  and 
found  that  this  information  did  not  pre¬ 
sent  the  updated  picture.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  Senator  Eagleton’s  letter,  in 
which  he  says: 

Therefore,  I  checked  with  authoritative 
sources  in  both  Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis, 
and  find  that  the  number  of  additional  slots 
those  two  cities  could  effectively  utUize  are 
as  follows:  Kansas  City  350,  St.  Louis  1,200. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

June  17, 1969. 

Re  amendment  to  H.R.  11400  so  as  to  Increase 
funds  available  for  the  summer  neigh¬ 
borhood  youth  corps  program. 

Hon.  Jacob  K.  Javits, 

Hon.  Gatlord  Nelson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senators  Javits  and  Nelson:  You  are 
offering  an  amendment  to  H.R.  11400  which 
would  Increase  the  funding  (from  $7,500,000 
to  $55,000,000)  of  the  summer  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corps  Program. 

I  fully  support  your  amendment  and  will 
vote  for  it  because  I  am  certain  the  $7,500,000 
figure  will  not  come  close  to  doing  the  job 
which  is  needed  to  be  done. 

In  support  of  your  amendment  you  have 
had  a  table  prepared  by  United  States  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors  which  purports  to  show 
the.  1968  and  1969  enrollment  levels  in  the 
program  as  well  as  the  additional  needs  of 
the  50  largest  cities  in  the  United  States. 

The  two  Missouri  cities  on  this  list  are 
Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis  and  your  figures 
appear  as  follows : 

NEIGHBORHOOD  YOUTH  CORPS  SUMMER  PROGRAM,  50 

LARGEST  CITIES,  1968  AND  1969,  ENROLLMENT  LEVELS 


Summer  1969 


EDA 

MDTA 

original 

addi- 

Total 

Addi- 

allocation 

tional 

all 

tional 

(in  jobs) 

slots 

sources 

required 

Kansas  City 

800 

331 

1,131 

269 

St.  Louis _ 

1,080 

754 

1,834 

0 

Especially  Insofar  as  St.  Louis  was  oon- 
cemed,  I  was  very  surprised  that  there  were 
no  additional  summer  Job  needs.  Therefore, 
I  checked  with  the  authoritative  sources  In 
both  Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis  and  find 
that  the  number  of  additional  slots  that 
those  two  cities  could  effectively  utilize  are 
as  follows: 


Kansas  City _  350 

St.  Louis -  1,  200 


If  you  plan  to  Introduce  the  table  into  the 
Congressional  Record,  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  you  would  also  Introduce  this  letter  so 
as  to  correct  the  above-mentioned  figures. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Thomas  P.  Eagleton, 

17.5.  Senator. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  also  ask  Ltnanlmous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  tele¬ 
gram  received  by  Senator  Cranston’s  of¬ 
fice  from  the  executive  director  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Economic  and  Youth  Oppor¬ 
tunities  Agency,  stating  Los  Angeles 
could  use  5,000  additional  slots,  rather 
than  the  2,401  slots  which  the  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors’  table  originally  indicated 
on  the  basis  of  information  obtained 
weeks  ago. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  Jtme  13, 1969. 
Senator  Allen  Cranston, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

At  the  enormous  request  of  the  board  of 
economic  and  youth  opportunities  agency,  we 
are  submitting  information  in  order  that  Sen¬ 
ator  Allen  Cranston  may  initiate  a  supple¬ 
mentary  appropriations  for  jobs  for  Los  An¬ 
geles  youth.  The  need  is  critical.  Reports 
from  public  and  private  agencies  and  the 
state  employment  service  shows  less  than  5 
percent  of  youths  already  registered  for  jobs 
from  poverty  areas  will  find  work  with  the 
current  appropriation.  School  closes  June 
20th  and  we  expect  thousands  more  applica¬ 
tions.  Our  agency  working  with  public. 

We  can  Increase  the  number  of  employed 
youth  in  Federal  programs  at  estimated  cost 
of  five  million  dollars  which  includes  super¬ 
vision  and  administration.  We  can  add  five 
thousand  youths  to  the  ten  thousand  cur¬ 
rently  being  planned  for. 

Manuel  Aragon,  Jr., 
Executive  Director,  EYOA. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  These  additional  slots 
for  these  three  cities  are  not  included  in 
the  $55  million  appropriation  which  we 
seek  through  this  amendment.  As  I  say, 
we  did  not  have  from  the  Conference  of 
Mayors  itself  the  supportable  data  to 
back  it  up.  However,  the  independent 
inquiry  of  this  one  Senator  indicates 
why  the  mayors  feel  that  $55  million  is 
inadequate,  and  that  their  resolution 
indicates  a  need  of  $100  million. 

My  amendment  was  very  substantially 
supported  in  the  Senate  by  Senators 
who  feel  a  very  deep  responsibility  to  do 
everything  they  can  in  this  very  modest 
recordering  of  national  priorities  to  deal 
with  this  very  urgent  situation.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  should  bear  in  mind  that  even  if  my 
amendment  is  agreed,  we  will  be  dealing 
with  less  one  one-fourth  of  the  target. 

In  addition  to  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  (Mr.  Nelson),  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Employment,  Man¬ 
power,  and  Poverty  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  the  cosponsors 
of  this  amendment  are  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Brooke),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Case),  the 
junior  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 


Goodell),  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Mathias)  ,  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  (Mr.  Hart)  ,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  (Mr.  Tydings),  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Williams),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Eagleton),  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Crans¬ 
ton),  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  (Mr.  McCarthy)  . 

In  each  of  those  cases,  Mr.  President, 
what  has  appealed  to  my  colleagues  has 
been  the  real  impact  which  we  all  seek 
to  make  and  which  can  be  made  most 
effectively  and  efficiently  on  the  basis  of 
what  can  actually  be  utilized  in  respect 
of  this  very  serious  siunmer  problem  at 
the  very  minimal  cost  of  $411  per  slot. 
Certainly,  we  can  hardly  conceive  of  a 
program  having  any  meaningful  effect 
at  all  which  could  cost  us  less  per  person 
than  that  amoimt. 

For  example,  in  the  smaller  cities  scat¬ 
tered  throughout  the  covmtry,  surveys 
indicate  the  need  for  this  kind  of  help. 

By  way  of  illustration,  I  refer  to  the 
following  needs  of  a  number  of  our 
smaller  cities: 


Little  Rock,  Ark _ 600 

Compton,  Calif _ 200 

Bristol,  Conn _  26 

Norwalk,  Conn _  50 

Burlington,  Conn _  50 

Wilmington,  Del _ 200 

Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla _  100 

Orlando,  Fla _ 500 

Lexington,  Ky _ 150 

Billings,  Mont _  100 

Manchester,  N.H _  50 

Charlotte,  N.C _  150 

Columbia,  S.C _  50 

Wheeling,  W.  Va _ _ 300 

Parkersburg,  W.  Va _ 200 

Burlington,  Vt -  50 


The  situation  indicates  that  although 
they  are  small  these  figures  have  a  sat¬ 
uration  effect  in  this  kind  of  program, 
and  that  effect  goes  down  the  roots  right 
into  the  soil,  which  is  our  Nation.  There¬ 
fore,  there  is  a  tremendous  utility  in¬ 
volved. 

The  program  has  been  going  on  for 
several  years.  There  was  originally  deep 
concern  about  the  accountability  of  funds 
and  the  tightness  with  which  controls 
would  operate  in  this  field.  The  Depart¬ 
ment — and  we  certainly  have  to  accept 
their  appraisal — is  fully  certain  that  the 
rules  and  regulations  and  accounting 
controls  which  they  have  put  into  effect 
assure  that  there  will  be  honest  account¬ 
ing  and  honest  handling  and  direct  bene¬ 
fit  from  these  programs. 

In  addition,  the  whole  problem  of  over¬ 
head  has  now  been  streamlined,  so  that 
we  have  a  direct  relationship  to  the  very 
modest  cost  between  the  input  of  money 
and  the  output  of  value  to  the  individual 
recipients. 

Mr.  President,  government  should 
share  the  problems  of  people  and  make 
provision  for  them.  I  do  not  consider  the 
path  government  takes  to  be  wise  if  it 
involves  solely  confrontation  and  the  use 
of  power  to  suppress. 

We  should  do  our  utmost  to  do  what  is 
honorable  and  reasonable  in  order  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  people  so  that 
they  have  no  need  to  revolt.  We  can  no 
longer  assume  that  if  we  do  not,  within 
our  means,  meet  those  needs,  that  the 
people  must  nevertheless  be  quiet. 
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Mr.  President,  I  deeply  feel  that  we 
obviously  cannot  meet  the  total  target 
of  1.5  million,  although  that  would  be 
the  optimum.  However,  certainly  we 
ought  to  do  our  utmost  to  meet  the  tar¬ 
get  which  can  be  met,  and  that  involves 
approximately  one-fourth  of  the  totaL 

We  have  the  certification  of  the 
mayors,  the  men  on  the  ground,  as  it 
were,  as  to  what  they  can  do.  They  have 
given  us  a  certification  now  of  $100 
million. 

As  I  have  stated,  I  have  only  picked 
up  that  part  of  their  figure  which  is  di¬ 
rectly  supportable,  and  that  is  the  $55 
million  contained  in  my  amendment. 

I  deeply  feel  that,  considering  all  of 
the  circumstances  which  we  face,  the 
target  number  involved,  the  proven  capa¬ 
bility  to  get  at  least  some  of  that  target 
number,  and  the  support  given  to  the 
amount  shown  by  the  actual  figures  from 
the  men  on  the  ground,  that  this  is  a 
.reasonable  effort  to  reallocate  a  modest 
amount  of  resources  for  a  very  urgent 
program.  Therefore,  the  amendment 
should  be  adopted. 

There  is  one  other  consideration 
which  I  should  like  to  mention  in  lasdng 
the  matter  before  the  Senate.  It  will  be 
recalled  that  we  ai’e  closing  close  to  half 
of  the  Job  Corps  camps  which  deal  with 
the  same  group,  in  the  sense  that  the 
Job  Corps  camps  take  youths  from  16  to 
21  years  of  age. 

Incidentally,  in  passing  upon  this 
amendment,  it  should  be  borne  clearly  in 
mind  that  this  is  one  program  which 
reaches  the  group  from  14  to  16  years  of 
age.  This  is  a  very  critical  point,  because 
these  very  yoimg  persons,  from  14  to  16, 
can  be  materially  helped  and  are  urgent 
applicants  for  this  kind  of  assistance. 

Referring  again  to  the  Job  Corps, 
about  half  the  Job  Corps  camps  will  be 
closed,  releasing  about  16,000  Job  Corps 
trainees.  The  closing  of  these  camps  will 
save  $100  million,  according  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor.  Our  analysis  indicates 
that  a  minimum  of  12,000  young  persons 
will  be  caught  in  the  transition  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  closing  of  the  camps.  These 
young  people  have  not  been  assigned  to 
other  camps  or  enrolled  in  other  man¬ 
power  slots  to  which  they  could  be  moved. 
They  have  merely  been  sent  back  home, 
awaiting  redirection. 

Besides  this  number,  there  is  a  backlog 
of  3,000  applicants  who  were  ready  to  be 
admitted  to  Job  Corps  camps  but  could 
not  be  admitted  because  of  the  closing 
of  those  camps.  So  there  is  a  group  of  at 
least  12,000  who  are  certainly  entitled  to 
high  priority  consideration  by  Congress. 
In  addition,  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  will  be  saved  by  the  closing  of 
the  Job  Corps  camps. 

It  seems  to  me  that  both  these  facts 
underlie  the  justice  of  the  amendment 
we  are  now  considering.  It  gives  us  a 
saving  which  is  almost  twice  the  amount 
that  is  being  sought  by  the  amendment 
and  also  indicates  the  urgent  situation 
for  these  12,000,  which  requires  the  in¬ 
termediation  of  Congress. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVrrS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  that  I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York.  Through  some  inadvertence,  my 
name  does  not  appear  as  a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  let  me  coiTect  that  oversight? 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Prouty)  may  be 
made  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  for  offering  the  amendment 
and  also  for  the  strong,  logical  argument 
he  has  advanced  in  its  support. 

The  need  for  more  summer  programs 
for  youths  this  year  is  certainly  great. 
Many  young  persons  who  wiU  be  eligible 
for  new  programs  planned  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  are  not  currently  in¬ 
cluded  in  existing  programs. 

In  rural  areas,  the  sitiiation  may  be¬ 
come  particularly  acute  because  the 
work  opportunities  offered  by  industry 
are  lacking. 

The  figures  used  by  the  Conference  of 
Mayors  is  ascertaining  the  number  of 
additional  slots  necessary  refiect  these 
needs.  Until  such  time  as  new  programs 
are  instituted  by  the  Department  of 
Labor,  I  do  not  think  we  can  afford  to 
let  our  Nation’s  youth  spend  an  idle 
stunmer  when  they  could  otherwise  be 
productively  occupied. 

I  therefore  endorse  the  amendment  to 
provide  for  additional  fimding  of  this 
summer’s  training  programs  under  the 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  could  not 
be  more  pleased  with  the  support  and 
commendation  of  any  Member  of  the 
Senate  than  I  am  with  that  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont.  He  is,  as  it  were,  sec¬ 
ond  in  command  to  me  on  the  minority 
side  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare.  He  is  himself  the  ranking 
member  of  one  of  its  principal  subcom¬ 
mittees,  the  Subcommittee  on  Education, 
and  altogether  a  deep  student  of  this 
problem. 

One  other  thing  that  Senator  Prouty 
has  said  is  critically  Important  to  this 
argument — that  is,  in  emphasizing  the 
rural  aspects  of  this  matter.  I  am  a  big 
city  Senator,  though  New  York  has  enor¬ 
mous  rural  areas,  and  I  do  my  utmost  to 
represent  them;  however,  essentially  I 
am  a  child  of  the  big  city.  But  Senator 
Prouty  represents  a  constituency  which 
represents  the  rural  point  of  view;  and 
I  have  tried  to  emphasize,  through  the 
mayors  themselves,  the  impact  of  this 
situation  on  the  smaller  cities. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  the  Senator  for 
lending  his  personal  support  and  prestige 
to  the  meaningful  quality  which  is  in¬ 
volved  here  to  the  urban  areas,  to  the 
rural  areas,  and  to  the  smaller  cities. 

Mr.  President,  other  Senators  may 
wish  to  speak;  inasmuch  as  the  manager 
of  the  bill  is  not  present  at  the  moment, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
nothing  to  add  to  the  comments  I  made 
the  other  day,  except  to  express  my  sup¬ 
port  for  this  bill.  I  think  it  is  urgently 
needed.  It  is  a  matter  of  high  priority, 
and  I  can  think  of  nothing  that  would 
provide  more  hope  to  the  inner  city 
areas,  in  the  heat  of  the  summer  this 
year,  then  the  chance  to  usefully  em¬ 


ploy  the  skills  and  abilities  of  these 
young  people  and  give  them  a  sense  of 
being  needed  and  wanted. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  two  questions? 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  value  the  Senator’s 
opinion  highly,  and  he  comes  from  a 
very  big  city.  Does  the  Senator  feel  now 
that  this  summer  program  has  been  ar¬ 
ticulated  enough  so  that  he  would  have 
confidence  in  the  fact  that  it  would  be 
well  and  honestly  administered,  and  that 
the  maximum  benefit  would  go  to  the 
consumer,  as  it  were? 

The  Senator  is  always  given,  I  know, 
to  digging  into  these  things  personally. 
What  is  the  Senator’s  feeling  about  the 
way  this  program  is  run  in  (Chicago? 

Mr.  PERCY.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  has  asked  me  to  certify  as  to  the  ef¬ 
ficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  organization  in  the  city  of  Chica¬ 
go,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Not  certify,  but  just  to 
give  a  kind  of  general  feeling  as  to  how 
he  feels  about  it. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  feel  that  the  need  is  so 
urgent  that  the  8,846  jobs  which  I  un¬ 
derstand  would  be  available  for  the  city 
of  Chicago — a  city  of  SVz  million — could 
be  effectively  used.  There  is  broad  citizen 
participation  now  in  this  type  of  pro¬ 
gram.  Jobs  would  be  equitably  spread 
throughout  the  city.  It  would  not  be  just 
a  racial  program.  It  would  go  to  the 
unemployed  white,  also. 

I  will  be  in  Chicago  tomorrow,  on  both 
the  South  Side  and  the  North  Side,  with 
the  Puerto  Ricans  as  well  as  some  of  our 
black  youth,  to  personally  see,  once 
again,  what  the  situation  is  now.  As  of 
the  last  time  I  visited,  a  few  weeks  ago, 
a  program  of  this  type  could  have  been 
used.  I  wish  it  had  been  in  effect  earlier 
than  this,  but  I  think  it  would  be  better 
to  do  it  now  rather  than  wait  and  take 
the  chance  that  we  are  not  going  to  have 
adequate  funds. 

Even  though  the  fimds  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  the  same  as  last  year,  with  the 
increasing  population,  and  the  increas¬ 
ing  number  of  young  people  relative  to 
the  population,  we  are  stepping  back¬ 
ward  if  we  do  not  increase  funds  when 
we  should  be  putting  higher  priority  on 
this  type  of  program. 

Yes,  I  believe  it  could  be  effectively 
used  in  the  city  of  Chicago. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  trying  to  draw  on 
the  Senator’s  particular  expertise.  The 
genius  of  the  Senate  is  that  we  do  have 
men  and  women  of  particular  knowledge. 
The  Senator  has  been  a  very  important 
business  leader;  and  part  of  the  effort 
to  deal  with  summer  jobs  is  going  to  de¬ 
pend  upon  business — the  National  Al¬ 
liance  of  Businessmen,  for  example.  It  is 
hoped  that  it  will  do  much  better  this 
year  than  it  did  last  year. 

The  question  I  ask  the  Senator,  as  a 
business  leader,  is  this:  Would  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  as  such  a  leader,  be  encouraged  to 
do  more  or  less  if  we  indicated  our  sym¬ 
pathy  for  expanding  the  program  by 
doing  somewhat  more?  Some  might 
argue  that  if  the  Government  does  some¬ 
what  more,  business  will  do  less.  I  would 
like  the  Senator’s  view  on  that,  as  a 
business  leader. 
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Mr.  PERCY.  I  think  the  inclination 
would  be  for  business  to  do  more.  I  do 
not  believe  that  any  businessman  would 
feel  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  should 
be  done  entirely  in  the  public  sector. 
He  has  a  great  responsibility,  and  there 
is  a  sense  of  public  conscience  on  the 
part  of  the  businessman. 

I  feel  so  deeply  about  this  matter  that 
I  felt  we  should  not  just  leave  it  to  the 
public  sector  or  just  to  the  business  com- 
mimity  to  provide  jobs.  I  felt  that  in  my 
own  office  we  should  do  more.  It  is  a  very 
small  office,  with  approximately  35  peo¬ 
ple.  But  we  have  just  had  report  on 
board  seven  students  we  have  selected 
who  I  feel  are  eminently  qualified.  They 
need  employment;  they  will  benefit  tre¬ 
mendously  by  an  intern  program.  I  feel 
so  strongly  about  it  that  I  am  under¬ 
writing  the  cost  personally,  because  I 
do  not  have  an  adequate  ^nate  allow¬ 
ance  for  it. 

I  believe  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  we 
should  all  be  doing.  The  business  com¬ 
munity  should  do  its  share,  but  we  should 
do  the  proportionate  share  that  should 
come  from  the  public  sector;  because 
many  public  areas  in  our  cities  need 
help.  Additional  boys  can  be  used  for 
playground  supervision.  Additional  vol¬ 
unteers  can  be  used  in  hospitals.  There 
are  all  sorts  of  areas  where  young  people 
can  be  put  to  work  and  gain  a  skill. 

I  mentioned  the  other  day,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  my  own  experience  in  summer 
employment,  that  I  cannot  think  of  any¬ 
thing  that  contributed  more  to  my  own 
sense  of  responsibility  and  knowledge. 
One  can  see  how  these  young  people  feel 
at  the  end  of  a  summer  of  idleness.  Many 
of  them  are  eager  to  get  back  to  school. 
The  kind  of  trouble  young  people  get  into 
really  comes  through  the  heat  of  the 
summer,  from  being  out  on  the  street, 
and  from  idleness  when  they  are  look¬ 
ing  for  things  to  do. 

We  should  find  constructive  things 
for  those  minds  and  heai-ts  and  hands 
to  engage  in,  rather  than  nonconstruc- 
tice  work  as  a  diversion  from  the  type  of 
activity  that  may  cost  far  more  in  the 
end  than  this  modest  investment  in  the 
future  of  young  people. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  assistance  and  support  with 
respect  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  mo¬ 
mentarily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair).  What  is  the  will  of 
the  Senate? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  caU  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Into  executive  session  to  consider  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  4  on  the  Executive  Calendar, 
broadcasting  agreements  with  Mexica 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
consent  that  the  Senate  go 


RADIO  BROADCASTING  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  WITH  MEXICO 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate,  as 
in  Committee  of  the  Whole,  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  4  on 
the  Executive  Calendar  (Ex.  B,  91st 
Cong.,  1st  sess.) . 

The  PRESIDING  OPTTCER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
as  in  Committee  of  the  Whole,  proceeded 
to  consider  the  agreements  (Ex.  B,  91st 
Cong.,  1st  sess.) ,  agreements  between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  United 
Mexican  States  concerning  radio  broad¬ 
casting  in  the  standard  broadcasting 
band,  which  were  read  the  second  time 
as  follows: 

PART  1  :  PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Article  I 
Ptupose 

Each  Contracting  Party  recogn^es 
thatN^e  sovereign  right  of  the  other  use 
any  oi^he  channels  in  the  standard  jiroad- 
casting  T^^d  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  InteNational  TelecommunicaJ/on  Con¬ 
vention  anW  other  applicable  international 
agreements.  \rhe  Parties  fiuthe’r  recognize 
that,  in  the  ^senoe  of  technical  resotnces 
permitting  the\lunlnation  objectionable 
interference  of  ^  international  character, 
agreement  betwee^^hem  Is  necessary  in  or¬ 
der  that  the  operationa' of  their  respective 
broadcasting  stations\rfay  conform  to  tech¬ 
nical  standards  aoceptalWe  to  both. 

3.  B.  In  exercise  df  th^  sovereign  rights, 
the  United  States  di  AmerlW  and  the  United 
Mexican  States  .nave  prevlo^ly  concluded 
agreements  voa^er  which  thn^stablishment 
of  theh  resp^tive  installation^^d  the  de¬ 
velopment  their  services  In  tfte  standard 
broadcastijag  band  have  been  pos^le.  Both 
Contracting  Parties  agree  that  any\istalla- 
tlons  ajid  services  they  may  mutuall\  agree 
upon ^at  the  time  this  Agreement  is  >wn- 
clud^d  and  any  that  may  be  accepted  InNtiie 
future  under  the  procedure  established  i 
tjAis  Agreement,  shall  be  the  subject  of  ap 
/propriate  pwotection  in  accordance  with  the 
pxrovisions  of  this  Agreement. 

4.  C.  Both  Parties  declare  that  the  equit¬ 
able  and  effective  use  of  the  standard  broad¬ 
casting  band  and  the  protection  of  the  mu¬ 
tually  accepted  installations  and  services  are 
primary  objectives  of  their  governments  and 
that  to  this  end  they  seek  to  obtain  the  best 
coordination  of  the  various  technical  ele¬ 
ments  Involved  In  the  development  of  such 
installations  and  services. 

5.  D.  For  the  purpose  of  attaining  these 
objectives,  both'  Contracting  Parties  sub¬ 
scribe  to  this  Agreement  which  contains  the 
provisions  that  are  to  govern  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
United  Mexican  States  for  the  use  of  the 
standard  broadcasting  band,  and  they  agree 
to  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 
ensure  the  observance  of  those  provisions  by 
private  and  other  operating  agencies  recog¬ 
nized  and  authorized  by  them  to  establish 
and  op)erate  broadcasting  stations  in  their 
resp>ectlve  territories  in  Region  2,  as  defined 
In  the  Radio  Regulations  (Geneva,  1959)  of 
the  International  Telecommunication  Union. 


Scope 

€.  The  following  Annexes  complete 
constitute  an  Integral  i>art  of  this  Agreemer 

Annex  I:  Table  of  Clear  Channel  Prlortfles. 

Annex  II:  Special  Use  of  Clear  Ch^mels. 

Annex  III:  Table  of  Shared  Clear  (jftannel 
Priorities. 

Annex  W:  Class  IV  Stations  (pifcrease  in 
power  within  the  border 

Annex  V:  Specific  Cases  (O^er  than  the 
special  cases  contained  in  A^ex  11) . 

Annex  VI:  Summary  of  B^tected  Signals 
and  Interfering  Signals  on  «e  Same  Channel. 

Annex  VII :  Summary  at  Protected  Signals 
and  Interfering  Signals  Between  Adjacent 
Channels  10  kHz  and  K  kHz  Apart. 

Annex  'VIII:  Angl^f  Departure  as  a  Func¬ 
tion  of  Transmissim  Range. 

Annex  IX:  E:^miple  of  Computation  of 
Skywave  Signal  I 

Annex  X:  gjfywave  Curves  10%  and  50% 
of  the  Tim^ 

Annex  X4:  Groundwave  Field  Strength 
Curves  as  /(Function  of  Distance. 

Characteristic  Fields  of  Vertical 

Antennas. 

ifex  XIII:  Kirke  Method  (equivalent 
dls^nce)  for  Computation  of  Groundwave 
Fj/fid  Strength. 

’’^Annex  XrV:  Maps  of  Estimated  Effective 
'''Ground  Conductivity. 

Annex  XV :  Vertical  Plane  Radiation  Char¬ 
acteristics  of  Omnidirectional  Vertical  An¬ 
tennas. 

Annex  X'VI:  Joint  Consultative  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Committee. 

PART  2;  DEFINITIONS,  TERMINOLOGY,  AND 
SYMBOLS 

Article  III 

Definitions  and  Terminology 

7.  The  terms  and  expressions  used  in  the 
present  Agreement  which  are  not  defined  in 
this  Part,  are  either  defined  in  Article  1  of 
the  Radio  Regulations  (Geneva,  1959)  of  the 
International  Telecommunication  Union  and 
are  used  herein  pursuant  to  such  definitions, 
or  are  widely  used  and  commonly  accepted 
and  are  employed  in  this  Agreement  with 
their  usual  meanings. 

8.  Broadcasting  in  the  Standard  Band:  A 
sound  broadcasting  service  in  that  portion 
of  the  hectometrlc  wave  (medium  frequency) 
band  between  535  and  1605  kHz.  The  emis¬ 
sions  in  this  service  are  intended  for  direct 
reception  by  the  general  public. 

9.  Station:  A  broadcasting  station  which 
operates  in  the  standard  broadcasting  band. 

10.  Broadcasting  Channel:  A  channel  fre¬ 
quency  band  for  a  station  with  the  carrier 

^frequency  at  the  center. 

11.  Clear  Channel:  A  channel  designated 
f At  the  operation  of  Class  I-A  and  Class  II 
st^U)ns  only. 

IzSshared  Clear  Channel:  A  channel  des- 
Ignateil  for  the  operation  of  Class  I-A  and 
Class  rotations  only. 

13.  Begi^al  Clear  Channel:  A  channel  des¬ 
ignated  fopythe  operation  of  Class  III  sta¬ 
tions  only. 

14.  Local  Cfhannel:  A  channel  designated 
for  the  operation  of  Class  IV  stations  only. 
-  15.  Class  I  St(mon:  A  station  which  oper¬ 
ates  on  a  clear  ch^nel  or  on  a  shared  clear 
channel  and  is  Intended  to  render  primary 
and  secondary  servio^over  extensive  areas 
and  at  relatively  longNdlstances.  According 
to  the  extent  of  the  ara^  to  be  protected. 
Class  I  stations  are  sub-categorized  as  Class 
I-A  and  Class  I-B  stations. 

16.  Class  I-A  Station:  A  Oilase  I  station 
that  operates  on  a  celar  chai^iel  and  has 
primary  and  secondary  servloe^reas  pro¬ 
tected  by  other  stations  on  the  chan¬ 

nel  In  accordance  with  the  arrangen^nts  set 
forth  in  Part  6  In  Annexes  I  andK.  The 
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graph  (d)  of  this  Section,  the  Contracting 
Parties  will  exchange  yearly  editions  of  the 
Official  List  through  the  Notihcatlon-Ex- 
lange  Agency.  Each  edition  of  the  List  will 
^nsist  of  the  original,  or  master.  List  of 
Ignments  of  both  Parties,  as  modified  by 
subNfiuent  notifications  of  new  assignments, 
and  ratification  and  deletion  of  existing  as- 
signmNts.  The  individual  listings  of  assign¬ 
ments  contained  in  the  editions  of  the  List 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  paragraph  1, 
sub-paragrroh  (a)  of  this  Section. 

167.  (b)  Eviny  six  months,  each  Contract¬ 
ing  Party  will 'torward  to  the  other  Party  a 
supplementary  list  containing  notifications 
made  during  tha^  six-month  period.  Such 
supplementary  listNlll  be  forwarded  within 
one  month  after  the  ajose  of  each  six-month 
period. 

PART  7  :  RATIFICATION,  EN'A^Y  INTO  FORCE,  DURA¬ 
TION,  AND  TERMWATION 

Article  XVI 

Ratification 

168.  This  Agreement  shall  b'h  subject  to 
ratification  by  both  of  the  Contracting  Par¬ 
ties  in  accordance  with  their  respe^ive  con¬ 
stitutional  procedures. 

Article  XVIII 

Entry  Into  Force  and  Duration 

A.  Entry  Into  Force. 

169.  This  Agreement,  which  replaces  thS 
Agreement  of  January  29,  1957,  wUl  enter 
into  force  on  the  date  of  exchange  of  in¬ 
struments  of  ratification.  The  exchange  of 
Instruments  of  ratification  shall  be  carried 
out  in  Washington,  D.C. 

B.  Duration. 

170.  1.  This  Agreement  shall  remain  in 
force  for  a  period  of  five  years,  unless,  before 
the  end  of  such  period,  it  is  terminated  pur¬ 
suant  to  Article  XIX,  or  is  replaced  by  a  new 
agreement  between  the  Contracting  Parties. 

1 71.  2.  If  not  replaced  by  a  new  agreement, 
or  if  not  terminated  at  the  expiration  of  the 
aforesaid  five-year  period  in  accordance  with 
Article  XIX,  this  Agreement  shall  remain  in 
force  indefinitely  thereafter  until  replaced 
by  a  new  agreement  between  the  Contracting 
Parties  or  until  terminated  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Article  XIX. 

Article  XIX 

Termination 

172.  A.  Either  of  the  Contracting  Parties 
may  terminate  this  Agreement  by  a  written 
notice  of  termination  to  the  other  Party 
through  dlplomaic  channels.  The  termina¬ 
tion  shall  take  effect  one  year  after  the  datj 
of  receipt  of  such  notice. 

173.  B.  If  either  of  the  Contracting  Pansies 
considers  that  the  other  is  acting  or  ha^icted 
in  a  manner  incompatible  with  the  pr^lsions 
of  this  Agreement,  consultations  sball  take 
place  between  the  Parties  concejmlng  the 
matter.  In  the  event  that  such  c^sultations 
do  not  result  in  a  solution  of  the  problem  to 
the  satisfaction  of  both  Parjnes,  the  com¬ 
plaining  Party  may  proceed  to  terminate  this 
Agreement.  The  terminati^  shall  take  effect 
ninety  days  after  the  dajJlC  of  receipt  of  the 
written  notice  thereof. 

Ar-ficjfe  XX 
Vision 

174.  Changes  i^^nd  additions  to  the  tech¬ 
nical  standardsAncluding  the  conductivity 
maps  and  the  liropagatlon  curves,  and  in  the 
notification  /procedure  may  be  effected 
through  (Uplomatic  channels  when  such 
changes  ^d  additions,  embodied  in  amend¬ 
ments  X  supplements  to  the  appropriate 
Parts  cj  Annexes,  prepared,  jointly  by  deslg- 
nated'^fficlals  of  the  two  Contracting  Parties, 
hav«  been  approved  by  the  administrative 
ajfwicy  or  department  of  each  Party  having 

rlsdiction  over  broadcasting  matters. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  the  respective  Plenl- 
ixitentiaries  have  signed  this  Agreement. 


Done  at  Mexico  City,  Distrito  Federal,  in 
duplicate,  in  the  Spanish  and  English  lan¬ 
guages,  each  having  equal  authenticity,  this 
11th  day  of  December,  one  thousand  nine 
hundred  sixty  eight. 

For  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
of  America, 

Fulton  Freeman, 

Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary. 

For  the  Government  of  the  United  Mexi¬ 
can  States, 

JOSE  Antonio  Padilla  Segura, 
Secretary  of  Communications  and 
Transportation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
basic  purpose  of  these  related  agreements 
is  to  minimize  and  control  objectional 
interference  by  stations  in  one  country 
to  stations  in  the  other. 

The  two  treaties  replace  the  1957 
agreement  which  took  the  committee  3 
years  to  approve  because  of  controversy 
over  the  prohibition  on  presunrise  and 
postsimset  operations  by  certain  Amer¬ 
ican  daytime  stations  operating  on  Mex¬ 
ican  clear  channels. 

The  first  of  these  agreements — on 
broadcasting — ^is  an  improved  version  oj 
the  old.  It  deals  with  channel  assig 
ments,  power,  directional  antennas, 
classes  of  station,  engineering  stan^rds, 
Dtification,  and  other  technical  ^tters. 
The  second  agreement — on  p:^imrise- 
posWmset  operations — remov^  the  con- 
trov^y  from  the  old  by  perjjfUtting  such 
operatums. 

The  committee  had  a  public  hearing 
May  27  atNthich  the  Department  of  State 
and  the  Felieral  Cormnunications  Com¬ 
mission  testified  singly  in  favor.  A 
number  of  conhnuflications  from  the  in¬ 
dustry  were  receded — all  in  favor  of  the 
agreements.  Ng/X  single  objection  was 
registered. 

New  agreoAents  a^  needed  since  the 
old  one  ami  a  protocokextending  it  ex¬ 
pired  Darember  31,  19off.  There  is  no 
present/treaty  obligation^  between  the 
Uniterffetates  and  Mexico  oKthis  subject. 

The  new  agreements  wilXrun  for  5 
yej^rs  but  continue  in  effect  until  replaced 
a  new  one  or  unless  a  l-yea\  written 
iotice  of  termination  is  submitte^y  one 
of  the  parties,  so  the  present  hiatX  will 
not  recur. 

I  ask  the  Senate  to  give  its  advice  a^ 
consent  to  ratification  of  these  agre^ 
ments. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  in¬ 
serted  at  this  point  in  the  Record  por¬ 
tions  of  the  committee  report  on  this 
matter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
from  the  committee  report.  (Ex.  Kept. 
No.  7)  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

MAIN  PURPOSE 

These  agreements  concern  the  use  of  the 
standard  broadcast  band  by  the  United 
States  and  Mexico. 

The  first  agreement,  referred  to  as  the 
broadcasting  agreement,  governs  this  use  by 
Identifying  and  distributing  channels,  estab¬ 
lishing  classes  of  stations,  prescribing  tech¬ 
nical  standards,  priorities,  and  procedures  so 
as  to  minimize  Interference  problems  be¬ 
tween  the  two  countries.  In  general,  it  is  very 
similar  to  the  1957  broadcasting  agreement 
which  it  replaces. 

The  second  agreement,  referred  to  as  the 
presunrise/postsunset  agreement,  permits 
daytime  stations  to  operate  for  certain  lim¬ 


ited  periods  before  sunrise  and  after  sunset 
under  regulations  set  forth  in  the  agr^ 
ment.  This  will  allow  for  uniform  sign/on 
and  sign-off  times  for  U.S.  daytime  st^ons 
operating  on  Mexican  clear  channe^  This 
agreement  is  tied  to  the  first  one  InAhat  it 
can  be  effective  only  so  long  as  tjre  former 
remains  In  effect. 

BACKGROUND 

The  pending  two  agreem^ts  replace  an 
earlier  agreement  which  wag  signed  on  Jan¬ 
uary  29,  1957,  entered  intjf  force  on  June  9, 
1961,  and  expired  on  Ju^  9,  1966.  It  was  re¬ 
vived  and  continued  liy^ect  until  December 
31,  1967,  by  a  protocg/approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  June  21, 1966yA  second  protocol  which 
would  have  contl^ed  it  in  effect  until  De¬ 
cember  31,  1968j/was  not  acted  on  by  the 
committee  sln^  final  negotiations  on  the 
new  agreeme^s  were  in  process. 

The  new  Agreements  were  signed  on  De¬ 
cember  ll,/l968,  after  more  than  2  years  of 
negotiations.  While  legally  there  has  been 
no  tre^y  obligation  between  the  United 
State^'and  Mexico  since  expiration  of  the 
firs^rotocol,  both  countries  have  continued, 
ac^rding  to  the  Department  of  State,  “so 
fjm  as  administratively  permissible,  to  con- 
luct  their  broadcasting  activities  in  de  facto 
recognition  of  the  provisions  of  the  1957 
agreement.” 

The  1957  agreement  took  almost  3  years 
to  obtain  Senate  approval  because  of  opposi¬ 
tion  to  a  provision  which  prohibited  pre- 
sunrise  and  postsunset  operations  by  day¬ 
time  stations  in  the  United  States  operating' 
on  Mexican  clear  channels.  As  already  noted, 
the  second  of  the  new  agreements  relaxes 
this  prohibition. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION  AND  RECOMMENDATION 

On  May  27,  1969,  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  held  a  public  hearing  on  the 
treaties  and  received  the  endorsements  of  the 
Department  of  State  and  the  Federal  Com¬ 
munications  Commission.  The  record  of  the 
hearing  is  appended  to  this  report  together 
with  those  communications  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  specifically  asked  to  include.  In 
addition,  the  committee  received  many  other 
communications  from  industry  representa¬ 
tives,  all  of  them  supporting  the  agreements. 
Neither  the  committee  nor  the  Department 
of  State  nor  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  knows  of  any  opposition  to 
them.  Moreover,  throughout  the  negotiations 
the  American  delegation  was  assisted  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  broadcasting  industry. 

Since  the  agreements  are  technical  in  na¬ 
ture  the  committee  has  necessarily  relied  on 
the  testimony  presented  to  it  in  recommend¬ 
ing  favorable  action.  The  positive  benefits 
flowing  from  the  broadcasting  agreement 
were  summarized  by  former  Ambassador 
,^James  J.  Wadsworth,  Commissioner,  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  as  follows : 

A  number  of  class  IV  (local  channel) 
sta\pns  located  within  62  miles  of  the 
Unltl^  States/Mexican  border,  have  been 
preclu^d  by  the  terms  of  the  previous  agree¬ 
ment  frSm  increasing  daytime  power,  an  op- 
portunlt^fiorded  other  stations  in  this  class 
by  FederX  Communications  Commission 
rules.  The  new  agreement  provides  machinery 
under  whichNoiyer  increases  of  the  border 
stations  may  bNffectuated. 

2.  A  new  full-mne  operation  is  permitted 
on  540  kilohertz,  aNilexican  clear  channel,  in 
Florida,  an  area  where  such  operation  was 
precluded  under  the 'toedecessor  agreement, 
and  some  minor  gainX^a’''®  been  achieved 
with  respect  to  the  conditions  of  operation 
of  full-time  stations  permitted  in  the  United 
States  on  other  Mexican  cleXcbannels  under 
the  predecessor  agreement. 

3.  Many  outstanding  objec^ns  of  long 
standing  regarding  station  assitoiments  in 
both  countries  have  been  resolveN^and  sat¬ 
isfactory  solutions  have  been  reacWd  In  a 
number  of  cases  with  respect  to  propo^d  use. 
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pending  bill,  the  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ations  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  return  to  the  consideration 
of  legislative  business. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  legislative 
business. 
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of  certain  frequencies  In  the  southwestern 
part  of  the  United  States. 

4.  Its  Impllmentation  should  reduce  the 
nv&ber  of  conflicts  which,  under  the  pred¬ 
ecessor  agreement  sometimes  resulted  from 
a  lack  of  agreement  on  engineering  standards 
applicable  to  particular  station  assignments, 
or  from  a^lack  of  sufficient  information  as  to 
the  particulars  of  specific  assignments. 

5.  No  existing  station  will  be  required  to 
change  freqiitocy  or  other  conditions  of 
operation  uponNpntry  into  force  of  the  new 
agreement.  \ 

The  benefits  froUv  the  presunrise/postsun¬ 
set  agreement  are  self-evident. 

Another  improvem^t  in  both  treaties  is 
the  provision  concernlhg  duration  and  ex¬ 
piration.  As  did  the  pre^cessor  agreement,  f 
they  run  for  5  years  afteKentry  into  force  ; 
but,  unlike  it,  continue  to\emain  in  force  j 
until  such  time  as  replaced  bX  a  new  agree-  i 
ment  or  unless  terminated  by  asl-year  writ-  [ 
ten  notice  from  either  party  t^the  other 
party.  This  places  these  agreement  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  North  American  i^glonal 
Broadcasting  Agreement  (NARBA)  toNwhlch 
Mexico  is  not  a  party  but  which  fc^the 
United  States  complements  the  agreem^ts 
now  before  the  Senate.  This  will  avoid  future 
hiatuses  such  as  the  present  between  the. 
United  States  and  Mexico.  On  June  10,  the 
committee  ordered  the  agreements  reported 
to  the  Senate. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  this  hiatus  be  ended.  The  com¬ 
mittee  concurs  with  the  views  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  and  the  industry  that  these 
agreements  deserve  Senate  approval  and  rec¬ 
ommends  that  the  Senate  give  its  advice  and 
consent  to  ratification. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  state  whether  or  not  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Commission  was 
consulted  on  this  matter? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  and  it  gave  its 
approval.  There  was  no  objection  what¬ 
soever. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  agreements  be  considered  as 
having  passed  through  the  various  par¬ 
liamentary  stages  up  to  and  including  the 
presentation  of  the  resolution  of  ratifi¬ 
cation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  agreements  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  having  passed  through  their 
various  parliamentary  stages  up  to  and 
Including  the  presentation  of  the  resoliy' 
tion  of  ratification,  which  will  be  read  mr 
the  information  of  the  Senate.  / 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  foUows: 

Resolution  op  Ratification/ 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senafiors  pres¬ 
ent  concurring  therein).  That  ^e  Senate 
advise  and  consent  to  the  ratlfi^tlon  of  two 
separate  but  related  agreement  between  the 
United  States  of  America  ^d  the  United 
Mexican  States,  signed  at/Mexico  City  on 
December  11,  1968,  nameli/^ 

(1)  an  agreement  coi^rning  radio  broad¬ 
casting  in  the  standa/d  broadcasting  band 
(535-1605  kHz),  and,/ 

(2)  an  agreeme^  concerning  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  broadcas^g  stations  in  the  stand¬ 
ard  band  (535  k^) ,  during  a  limited  period 
prior  to  sunrijfe  (“pre-sunrise”)  and  after 
sunset  (“posl>/unset”) . 

(Executl^ B,  91st  Copgress,  1st  session.) 

UN^IMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  5»fANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unan^jmous  consent  that  the  vote  on  this 
ma^r  take  place  after  the  vote  on  the 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  ACT,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pm*- 
poses. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  subcommittee  of  which  I  am 
chaii-man  conducted  hearings  on  the  bill 
before  us  over  a  period  extending  from 
April  14  until  May  20.  There  are  1,376 
pages  of  those  hearings.  During  that  pe¬ 
riod  there  was  no  request  from  any  source 
to  include  moneys  for  the  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corps  operations,  there  was  no 
budget  estimate,  and  there  was  no  indi¬ 
cation  from  the  executive  branch  of  its 
desire  to  have  such  moneys  included.  I 
say  again,  there  was  no  budget  request. 
Moreover,  there  were  no  moneys  for  this 
purpose  in  the  act  when  it  reached  the 
Senate  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  there  were  no  hearings  by  the 
House  bn  this  item,  and  there  were  no  re¬ 
quests  before  the  other  body  for  such 
funds.  As  a  consequence,  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  not  only  had  no  evidence  before  it 
which  would  justify  the  need  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriation  for  this  purpose; 
it  also  had  no  request  for  the  funds. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  during  the  mark¬ 
up  in  full  committee  on  this  bill  that  the 
matter  was  first  brought  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  members  who  were  present. 
I  had  received  a  letter  on  that  very  day 
from  the  distinguished  and  able  senior 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  ,  re¬ 
questing  an  additional  $55  million.  That 
was  my  first  introduction  to  the  desme 
on  the  part  of  Members  of  this  body  for 
consideration  by  the  committee  of  funds 
for  New  York  City. 

At  that  committee  meeting  the  able 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Case) 
presented  the  matter  on  behalf  of  him¬ 
self  and  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  .  I  stated  then  what  I  have  stated 
now:  The  committee  had  no  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  no  testimony  and  no  information 
on  which  to  base  a  judgment.  This  does 
not  mean  that  worthy  programs  cannot 
be  brought  before  the  committee  at  the 
11th  hour.  It  does  not  mean  that  at  all.  I 
am  not  saying  that  just  because  we  have 
no  budget  estimate  on  an  item,  no  re¬ 
quest  from  the  executive  branch  for 
moneys,  or  no  hearings  on  an  item,  that 
such  item  is  not  a  perfectly  laudable  one 
and  that  moneys  would  not  be  justified 
therefor. 

I  am  saying  that  after  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  had  worked  night  and  day  over  a 
long  period  of  time,  had  listened  to  wit- 
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nesses  and  poured  over  the  testimony 
and,  after  having  weighed  the  facts  ad¬ 
duced,  had  decided  on  the  final  figure 
$4,456  million — which  really  amounts  to 
about  $4.40  for  every  minute  since  Jesus 
Christ  was  bom — we  were  presented  with 
a  request  at  the  11th  hour  to  add  $55 
million,  which  is  not  hay,  either.  Never¬ 
theless,  I  am  not  saying  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  a  good  one. 

But  to  come  before  the  committee  and 
ask  for  this  kind  of  appropriation  with¬ 
out  justification  other  than  a  letter  from 
the  conference  of  mayors  is,  I  think,  a 
little  more  than  one  could  expect  of  the 
committee.  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Pastore)  ,  who  is  one  of  the 
top-ranking  members  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  was  present.  He  gave  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  committee  that  $7.5  million 
could  be  effectively,  efficiently,  and  eco¬ 
nomically  utilized  for  the  program,  and 
he  urged  that  at  least  that  amount  be 
added.  That  being  the  case,  I  suggested 
that  the  committee  accept  an  increase  of 
$7.5  million  and  that  the  remainder  of 
the  money  requested  be  rejected. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  ap¬ 
peared  to  think,  I  believed  at  that  time, 
that  that  would  be  a  fair  approach  to 
the  matter  and  the  most  that  could  be 
hoped  for  under  the  circumstances,  and 
the  committee  agreed  on  that  figure.  Mr. 
Pastore  wanted  more  than  $7.5  million, 
but  he  also  was  realistic  concerning  the 
circumstances. 

Thus,  today,  we  have  come  to  the  floor 
with  $7.5  million  in  the  bill,  and  it  is 
again  proposed  that  we  raise  the  amount 
to  the  full  figure  of  $55  million,  an  in¬ 
crease  over  the  committee  figure  of  $47.5 
million,  or  approximately  $1  for  every 
minute  since  Rutherford  B.  Hayes  was 
President. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  the  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corp  program,  Mr.  President.  I 
have  had  some  veiT  good  reports  from 
my  State  concerning  the  activities  of 
the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  and  so, 
therefore,  I  support  the  program. 

So,  on  the  day  before  yesterday,  I  met 
with  representatives  of  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  and  asked  them,  “What  do 
you  need?  What  can  you  effectively,  effi¬ 
ciently,  and  economically  utilize  for  this 
program?  State  it.  State  what  you  need. 
Lay  it  on  the  table.” 

The  answer  was,  “We  can  utilize  $10 
million.” 

I  did  not  make  the  suggestion  as  to 
what  figure  they  should  state.  I  did  not 
think  that  was  my  business  to  do  that. 
I  said,  “What  do  you  need?” 

Here  is  a  request  now  for  $55  million. 
I  said  to  them,  “What  can  you  use?  No 
matter  what  it  is,  tell  me  what  it  is.  Lay 
it  on  the  line.” 

They  said,  “$10  million.” 

I  said,  “Give  me  a  letter  to  that  effect.” 

Before  I  received  that  letter,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
knew  what  was  in  that  letter.  This  is  not 
said  in  derogation  of  him  at  all;  yet  he 
received,  or  at  least  saw,  a  copy  of  my 
letter.  There  was  no  indication  on  the 
letter  that  a  copy  was  being  sent  to  any¬ 
one  else.  But  he  did  receive  a  copy  of  it 
before  I  had  even  opened  the  envelope 
to  read  what  was  in  it,  he  indicated  to 
me  in  conversation  that  he  knew  its  con- 
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tents.  Of  course,  the  Labor  people  will 
hear  about  that.  That  is  just  an  aside  at 
the  moment. 

But  in  that  letter,  it  is  stated  that  the 
Department  can  effectively  utilize  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $10  million.  I  will  read  the  letter 
in  its  entirety.  It  is  dated  June  17 : 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  This  letter  is  written 
in  response  to  your  request  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor’s  position  in  connection  with 
a  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  to 
be  made  available  for  use  in  the  1969  sum¬ 
mer  NYC  program. 

The  Department,  after  surveying  its  Re¬ 
gional  Offices,  estimates  that  it  could  effec¬ 
tively  utilize  an  additional  $10  million.  These 
additional  funds  would  provide  24,000  addi¬ 
tional  Job  opportunities  for  youth  in  the 
summer  NYC  program.  When  added  to  funds 
already  available  for  the  NYC  program  this 
year,  the  Department  will  have  available  ap¬ 
proximately  $149  million  and  approximately 
360,000  slots. 

This  compares  to  $126,676,730  and  340,043 
slots  available  for  summer  NYC  last  year 
and  represents  an  increase  over  last  year  of 
approximately  20,000  job  opportunities. 

The  NYC  program  operates  in  over  1,000 
Individual  projects  across  the  country.  Op¬ 
erations  have  already  begun  in  some  States 
and  are  about  to  commence  in  the  remainder 
of  States. 

The  program  becomes  less  flexible  as  the 
commencement  of  operations  approaches — 
staff  has  been  hired,  arrangements  for  work 
stations,  supervision,  etc.  have  been  made. 
However,  the  Labor  Department  estimates 
that  meaningful  work  opportunities  could 
be  provided  for  the  additional  20,000  youth 
if  funds  were  made  available  in  late  June. 
Pour  thousand  of  these  additional  slots 
would  provide  the  same  level  of  opportunities 
as  in  the  1968  summer  and  the  additional 
16,000  would  provide  for  some  of  the  press¬ 
ing  needs  of  particularly  the  larger  urban 
areas. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold  R.  Weber, 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Manpower. 

Mr.  President,  so,  here  in  the  letter 
is  the  statement  clearly  stating  that  the 
Department  can  effectively  utilize  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $10  million. 

I  recognize  the  fact,  as  the  Senator 
from  New  York  has  stated,  that  the 
mayors  of  cities  are  closer  to  the  local 
situations  than  are  the  people  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  But  in  looking  at 
the  letter  written  by  the  conference  of 
mayors  and  signed  by  John  Gunther,  ex¬ 
ecutive  director,  I  find  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  says: 

We  have  made  inquiries  as  to  the  cities’ 
1969  needs  for  summer  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps  slots  beyond  those  allocated  to  them 
to  date.  The  Information  we  h9,ve  received 
from  the  fifty  largest  cities  shows  that  the 
total  number  of  additional  slots  that  these 
cities  could  effectively  utilize  this  summer 
is  72,382. 

It  goes  on  to  say : 

On  the  basis  of  our  cqiitacts  with  a 
sample — 

It  does  not  say  how  much  of  a  sample 
or  how  many  cities,  whether  two,  three, 
one,  or  six  cities.  It  simply  says  “a  sam¬ 
ple.” 

Continuing  reading — 

On  the  basis  of  our  contacts  with  a  sample 
of  the  smaller  cities,  we  estimate  their  need 
and  capacity  to  utilize  additional  slots  to  be 
50  percent  above  their  present  allocation. 
This  would  mean  an  additional  67,313  slots 
needed  by  the  smaller  cities. 


So  the  estimate  herein  is  based  on  a 
sample.  And  how  was  the  estimate  ar¬ 
rived  at?  We  ai'e  not  told. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  that,  as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  having  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  trying  to  manage  this  bill  on 
the  floor,  I  cannot,  in  good  conscience, 
offer  to  accept  more  money  than  the 
responsible  agency  has  indicated  it  can 
effectively  utilize.  That  amount  is  $10 
million.  I  am  willing  to  accept  that 
amount. 

I  know  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  will  be  disappointed.  I  am  sure  that 
he  would  hope  to  see  a  larger  amount 
accepted.  But  I  think  I  must  say  that 
when  we  get  this  in  conference  we  will 
do  exceedingly  well  if  we  are  able  to 
come  out  with  $5  million,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  there  were  no  budget  estimates, 
no  hearings  in  either  body,  and  no  fund¬ 
ing  requests  before  either  the  House  or 
the  Senate  committee. 

This  is  a  tough  battle  we  shall  be 
waging.  However,  I  am  willing  to  accept, 
on  behalf  of  the  committee — and  I  have 
discussed  it  with  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  (Mr.  Mundt) — the  full  amount  of 
$10  million  which  can  be  effectively  uti¬ 
lized,  and  this  will  be  $2.5  million  over 
the  amount  allowed  by  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

If  the  Department  has  said  it  could 
utilize  $15  million,  I  would  have  offered 
to  accept  that  figure.  If  it  had  said  $20 
million,  I  probably  would  have  done  so, 
because  I  know  that  there  are  many 
Senators  other  than  myself  who  support 
the  New  York  City  program.  Even 
though  the  committee  is  at  a  disadvan¬ 
tage,  in  that  it  had  no  evidence  on  the 
matter  during  the  hearings,  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  ask  questions  there,  and  no 
supporting  witnesses  before  it,  I  still  am 
willing,  therefore,  to  accept  the  amount 
which  the  Department  stated  it  could 
utilize. 

It  said  it  could  effectively  utilize  $10 
million  and  I  am  willing  to  accept  that. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  will  agree  to 
the  figure  and  that  we  can  go  to  confer¬ 
ence  with  $10  million. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  First  of  all,  a  great 
deal  of  quiet  diplomacy  has  taken  place 
with  reference  to  the  item  which  we  are 
discussing  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
today.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  my  first  con¬ 
tact  with  this  subject  came  through  a 
letter  I  received  from  the  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mi'.  Javits).  I  did  not  talk 
with  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  figures 
I  had  were  figures  contained  in  the  let¬ 
ter  I  received  from  the  Senator  from 
New  York.  I  not  only  spoke  to  him  on  the 
phone,  but  also  to  members  of  his  staff.  I 
suggested  at  that  time  that  possibly  the 
best  way  to  initiate  this  subject  before 
the  committee  was  to  have  it  sponsored 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Case) . 

That  is  the  historical,  chronological 
order  of  what  took  place. 

Now,  if  my  good  friend  from  New  York 
persists  in  his  amendment  for  the  $55 
million,  naturally  I  shall  vote  for  it. 


because  he  knows  how  sympathetic  I  am 
to  this  kind  of  program. 

I  have  listened  to  his  rationale,  and 
he  is  always  very  rational  and  logical.  I 
think  the  money  can  be  wisely  spent, 
even  the  $55  million.  But  we  are  here 
today  not  to  win  a  battle;  we  are  here 
to  win  a  war.  Tliis  is  an  unbudgeted  item. 
It  did  not  come  up  by  way  of  a  Senate 
document,  nor  did  it  come  up  by  way 
of  a  budgetary  estimate. 

So  when  we  were  debating  this  mat¬ 
ter  within  the  full  committee  on  the 
markup,  I  realized  that  there  was  little 
sympathy  for  the  $55  million.  I  am  not 
saying  this  for  any  partisan  reason;  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  objections  came 
more  from  the  Senator’s  side  of  the  aisle 
within  the  composition  of  that  commit¬ 
tee  than  they  did  from  our  side  of  the 
aisle.  I  realized  that  we  were  up  against 
a  very,  very  serious  matter;  that  if  it 
came  to  a  vote,  in  all  probability  we 
would  not  even  carry  10  cents.  At  that 
point,  realizing,  of  course,  that  the  art  of 
politics  is  always  the  achieving  of  the 
possible,  and  realizing  that  we  might  be 
doomed  to  get  nothing  as  against  the 
$55  million,  I  pointed  out  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Secretai-y  of  Labor  had 
indicated  that  the  amount  he  was  ask¬ 
ing  for  that  he  thought  he  could  wisely 
use — this  was  based  upon  his  comniuni- 
cations  with  the  various  departments — 
was  $7.5  million. 

So  I  injected  myself  into  the  picture. 
I  suggested  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Case)  that  perhaps  the  best 
thing  for  us  to  do  would  be  to  take  the 
$7.5  million,  and  then,  if  he  chose  to 
pursue  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  he 
could  do  that.  That  is  what  is  happening 
here  now. 

I  want  to  say  to  my  friend  from  New 
York  that  here  is  where  we  are:  We 
have  come  out  of  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  with  a  supplemental 
bill  that  has  a  provision  which  freezes 
in  a  cut  of  $1.9  billion,  no  matter  what 
we  do.  We  received  from  the  House  a 
bill  with  a  provision  which  stipulated 
that  we  could  not  spend  any  more  than 
$192.9  billion  in  fiscal  1970.  That  raises 
many,  many  problems.  I  know  what  the 
temperament  of  the  House  is.  I  have 
dealt  with  them  in  conferences.  The 
Senator  knows,  too,  because  he  has  had 
that  experience. 

I  do  not  know  what  we  are  going  to  do 
in  the  conference  on  this  matter.  I  think 
I  will  be  a  member  of  the  conference, 
because,  after  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  I  am  the  ranking  member  on 
the  Democratic  side.  I  do  not  know  what 
we  will  be  able  to  achieve  in  that  con¬ 
ference,  but  we  will  have  a  tough  row 
to  hoe,  because  this  is  an  unbudgeted 
item. 

The  Senator  is  suggesting  that,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  re¬ 
vised  his  request  to  $10  million,  we 
should  accept  this  amount.  What  I  am 
afraid  of  is  that  if  the  Senator  from  New 
York  brings  the  amendment  to  a  vote, 
and  we  by  chance  lose  it,  and  there  is 
a  very  good  likelihood  that  we  could  lose, 
we  could  weaken  our  hand  in  confer¬ 
ence.  If  the  amendment  to  raise  the 
amount  to  $55  million  were  defeated,  the 
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House  conferees  would  have  the  best 
argument:  namely,  that  there  was  no 
taste  for  this  In  the  Senate.  So  rather 
than  do  that,  I  would  prefer  to  go  to  con¬ 
ference  with  a  fresh  start. 

I  realize  that  $10  million  is  nothing 
like  $55  million,  and  that  $10  million 
could  not  do  the  job  that  $55  million 
could  do.  On  the  other  hand,  $10  million 
can  do  a  better  job  than  no  dollars  can 
do.  That  is  the  point  I  am  making. 

Without  too  much  discussion  on  the 
floor,  without  too  much  controversy  on 
the  floor,  I  think  that  what  we  ought  to 
do  is  to  put  our  practical  minds  together 
on  this  matter  and  decide  what  our 
strategy  should  be.  I  am  frank  to  say 
that  if  it  comes  to  a  vote,  I  shall  vote  for 
the  $55  million.  Whether  a  vote  against 
it  would  even  doom  the  $7.5  million,  I 
am  in  no  position  to  say.  But  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  has  made  it 
his  responsibility  to  contact  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor,  who,  in  fact,  is  in  charge 
and  is  the  ultimate  representative  of  the 
Government  with  reference  to  the  effi¬ 
cacy  of  this  program.  The  Secretary  has 
said  that  the  needs  $10  million,  and  let 
us  not  forget  that  he  is  an  appointee  of 
the  present  administration.  The  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  is  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  that  recommendation  and  take  it  to 
conference.  Why  is  it  not  the  better  part 
of  judgment  at  this  moment  to  resolve  it 
in  that  way  and  let  him  accept  it  and 
let  us  take  our  chances  in  conference? 

I  will  be  on  that  conference.  I  do  not 
know  what  success  I  will  have,  but  I  will 
certainly  hold  out  for  it.  I  will  bring  out 
all  of  the  arguments  that  we  heard  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
on  the  floor,  of  the  Senate.  He  knows  I 
do  not  give  in  too  easily.  I  cannot  promise 
what  our  success  will  be,  but  I  believe, 
frankly,  that  our  chances  will  be  much 
better  if  we  accept  the  $10  million  than 
if  we  adopt  the  $55  million  figure,  and 
then  go  to  conference  and  perhaps  get 
nothing  at  all. 

I  say  this  realizing  the  fact  that  in 
some  respects  I  am  being  the  devil’s  ad¬ 
vocate:  but,  in  the  final  analysis,  I  would 
rather  take  the  $10  million  than  lose  the 
$55  million. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Rhode  Island  could  never  be  the 
devil’s  advocate.  I  have  served  with  him, 
and  one  could  not  have  a  better  friend 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee,  or  on 
any  other  committee,  than  John 
Pastore. 

The  Senator  knows  I  have  tremendous 
regard  for  his  judgment.  I  would  like  to 
submit  to  him  the  details  of  what  moti¬ 
vates  me  in  saying  I  cannot  do  it.  First 
and  foremost  is  history.  The  difference 
between  $7.5  million  and  $10  million  Is 
de  minimis.  If  we  are  going  to  be  dealing 
in  those  figures,  I  say  it  makes  little  dif¬ 
ference.  We  are  talking  about  16,000  to 
17,000  jobs  at  $7.5  million,  and  23,000  to 
24,000  jobs  at  $10  million,  and  we  have  a 
need  for  136,500  certified  by  the  mayors. 
So  the  orders  of  magnitude  do  not  jibe. 

Then,  history  troubles  me.  I  would 
deeply  appreciate  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  in  this,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  so  much  a  part  of  our  his- 
toiT.  Last  year  I  was  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  I  was  a  member 


of  the  conference,  through  the  great 
kindness  of  the  chairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  ,  and 
through  the  kindness  of  the  l^nator 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pastore)  him¬ 
self,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  at 
that  time.  Last  year  the  Senate  voted 
$75  million  for  this  very  purpose,  under, 
generally  speaking,  the  same  circum¬ 
stances.  It  was  necessai-y  to  get  the  con¬ 
ference  report  rejected  by  the  Senate. 
We  successfully  did  in  that  fight,  which 
was  an  absolutely  monumental  struggle, 
in  order  to  get  $13  million,  at  long  last, 
of  that  $75  million. 

Based  upon  that  history,  I  would  be 
vei-y  ill-advised  if  I  were  to  wash  tliis 
thing  out  on  that  basis.  I  know  that  if 
I  went  ahead,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  would  fight  as  hard  as  I  did.  I 
think  he  will  agree  that  I  fought  pretty 
hard. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  •will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVI'TS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  No  one  who  under¬ 
stands  the  motivation  and  the  sincerity 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York,  as  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  does,  will 
question  him.  But,  speaking  of  de  mini¬ 
mis,  I  would  rather  gamble  with  a  $10 
million  de  minimis  than  with  the  failure 
of  $55  million.  That  is  'What  I  am  trying 
to  say. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Coming  as  I  do  from  the 
largest  city  in  the  country  and  knowing 
the  temper  of  my  people,  let  me  say — and 
I  know  it  is  a  risky  thing  to  say,  but  I 
say  it  with  my  eyes  -wide  open — I  do  not 
think  the  poor  of  my  city  would  give  me 
les  than  a  95-percent  mandate  to  fight 
for  the  $55  million  even  if  means  losing 
the  $10  million. 

I  think  that  it  is  simply  a  matter  of 
dignity.  We  are  either  substantially 
right,  or  we  are  completely  wrong,  and 
I  think  we  are  substantially  right. 

I  have  told  the  Senator  from  West 
Vriginia,  and  I  ■wiU  tell  the  Sena;tor  from 
Rhode  Island,  that  there  is  a  figure  less 
than  $55  million  at  which  I  am  -willing  to 
be  practical,  but  it  cannot  be  $10  million, 
and  if  that  is  the  best  offer,  we  had 
better  just  go  to  a  vote  and  forget  it. 
Therefore,  I  should  like  to  address  my¬ 
self  to  some  of  the  merits  of  what  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  sug¬ 
gested. 

The  hearings  and  the  testimony  are 
troublesome,  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  makes,  in  my  judgment,  a  very 
sound  point  on  that.  Unhappily  for  all 
of  us,  this  is  endemic  in  the  kind  of 
problem  we  face  in  the  summer  job  field. 
We  even  faced  it  with  the  last  adminis¬ 
tration,  which  was  in  office  for  a  number 
of  years,  but  also  had  no  budget  estimate 
and  there  was  no  testimony,  et  cetera. 
I  was  faced  with  the  same  problem  then. 

The  reason  is  that  you  do  not  mobilize 
and  understand  your  situation  until  very 
late  in  the  game.  The  numbers  of  youth 
who  will  be  around,  the  nmnbers  that 
private  enterprise  is  Likely  to  employ, 
what  yoiu  regular  ongoing,  year-round 
programs  have  been  able  to  accomplish 
in  terms  of  summer  employment — ^1  of 
that  infoiTnation  does  not  become  ascer¬ 
tainable  until  along  about  the  middle 


of  May  or  early  June.  So  it  is  the  kind 
of  situation  which  is  bound  to  come  to 
the  Senate,  because  that  is  where  this 
bill  is  considered  last  and  which  is  late 
blooming  as  it  were,  since  you  really  do 
not  know  the  facts  imtil  you  get  to  the 
very  end. 

This  is  not  imusuaJ  for  this  program, 
and  I  should  like  very  much  for  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  to  follow  this. 
If  Senators  will  look  at  page  2  of  the 
committee  report,  they  will  see  that  the 
Senate  bill  is  some  $600  million  over  the 
House  bill.  The  reason,  veiy  logically,  is 
that,  first,  there  are  new  budget  esti¬ 
mates  that  come  in  between  the  time  the 
House  of  Representatives  passes  its  bill 
and  the  time  the  matter  comes  before 
the  Senate:  and,  second,  there  are  other 
emergency  submissions  of  exactly  this 
character,  and  the  committee  lists  sev¬ 
eral:  Flood  control  and  prevention:  the 
Inter-American  Development  Associa¬ 
tion — where  the  legislation  was  passed 
recently:  veterans -pension  and  readjust¬ 
ment  benefits — which  are  automatic: 
medical  care  for  veterans — which  can 
never  be  anticipated  too  much  in  ad¬ 
vance:  and  an  item  covering  fire  damage 
for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

This  is  that  kind  of  an  emergency  sub¬ 
mission.  That  Is  the  only  basis  on  which 
I  can  put  it.  As  a  former  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  I  am  very 
sympathetic  with  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  in  his  feeling  about  the  e-vi- 
dence.  That  is  why,  perhaps  a  little  un¬ 
usually,  we  have  literally  put  the  case  in, 
in  facts  and  figures,  right  here  before  the 
Senate. 

I  account  for  that  only  because  we  just 
could  not  do  it  any  sooner.  There  is  no 
“latches”  Involved,  as  we  lawyers  say: 
it  is  just  a  late-bloommg  proposition.  In 
addition,  we  have  a  new  administration, 
and  the  Labor  Department  was  com¬ 
pletely  preoccupied  with  its  defense  of  the 
J ob  Corps  camp  closings,  so  that  it  spent 
weeks  and  weeks  on  that,  and  nobody 
could  actually  get  at  this  problem.  The 
best  proof  for  that  is  that  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  itself  is  very  imcertain  about 
its  situation  because,  in  a  space  of  10 
days  to  3  weeks,  they  went  from  $7.5  mil¬ 
lion  to  $10  million:  and  if  we  give  them 
another  2  weeks,  they  will  probably  go 
to  $20  million  or  $25  million.  ’This  is  a 
matter  of  getting  down  to  the  grassroots 
and  ascertaining  what  should  be  done. 

There  is  another  clue  to  what  should  be 
the  proper  amoimt  here,  I  noticed  ■with 
great  interest  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island — ^though  less  so — ^used  in¬ 
terchangeably  two  expressions  in  ques¬ 
tioning  the  Labor  Department:  “What 
do  you  need?”  and  “What  can  you  use?” 
Let  us  understand,  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  is  not  passing  on  what  they  can 
use.  They  can  use  enough  money  to  give 
summer  jobs  to  1.5  million  kids,  and  they 
need  that.  The  question  is  really.  What 
can  they  operationally  absorb?  There  we 
have  a  real  difference  between  the  Labor 
Department,  which  says  they  can  opera¬ 
tionally  absorb  $10  million,  for  roughly 
24,000  slots,  and  the  mayors,  who  are 
the  men  on  the  groimd  administering 
these  programs,  who  say  they  can  use 
effectively  136,000  slots  and  $55  million. 
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y  In  addition,  when  you  compare  the  fig- 

♦  m-es  of  the  Labor  Department,  which 

■  I  did  a  little  earlier,  with  the  figures  of 
the  mayors,  we  begin  to  realize  that  the 
wideness  of  the  disparity  Is  heavily  at¬ 
tributable  to  the  fact  that  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  took  it  by  regions,  which  is 
bound  to  give  a  very  rmdue  emphasis  to 
the  larger  cities,  and  the  mayors  took 
it  city  by  city. 

For  example,  I  used  as  an  illustration 
region  No.  2,  which  includes  New  York 
City,  where  its  mayor  certifies  for  21,621 
slots,  but  the  Labor  Department  requests, 
for  the  whole  region,  only  5,413.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  someone  is  being  shortchanged 
here. 

Finally,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that 
the  mayors  have  established  detailed  ef¬ 
fective  use  figm’es  for  the  50  largest  cities. 
I  have  not  heal’d  those  figures  challenged, 
though  they  have  been  in  the  Record 
since  Monday.  On  that  basis  alone,  the 
additional  requirement — leaving  the 
smaller  cities  out  altogether — is  for  72,- 
382  slots,  which  would  amount  to  a  figure 
of  about  $30  million. 

So  the  order  of  magnitude  suggested 
by  the  committee  is  really  completely  out 
of  line,  considering  the  order  of  magni¬ 
tude  of  what,  in  my  judgment,  we  have 
proved  in  the  way  of  hard  evidence,  in 
presenting  this  issue  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  Senators 
ai’e  imminently  leaving  the  city,  waiting 
only  to  vote;  and  I  hope  very  much  that 
we  can  get  to  a  vote  very  promptly.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  order  for  the  quorum  call  be 
rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  vote,  as  soon  as  the  majority 
leader  and  the  manager  of  the  bill  are 
ready. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  wishes  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  speak  briefly  in  support  of  tlie 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  (Mr.  Nelson)  to  increase  the  Neigh¬ 
borhood  Youth  Corps  by  $55  million. 

The  need  for  this  increase  is  accen¬ 
tuated  by  the  support  it  has  been  receiv¬ 
ing  from  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 
This  support  is,  of  course,  bipartisan  and 
truly  representative  of  all  geographic 
areas. 

I  noted  witlr  interest  figures  furnished 
by  the  Conference  of  Mayors  showing  the 
need  for  72,382  slots  for  youths  in  major 
cities  and  the  need  for  67,313  slots  for 
youths  in  smaller  cities.  In  my  home 
State,  the  need  has  been  indicated  for 
388  additional  slots  in  Oklahoma  City  and 
69  in  Tulsa.  Figm-es  for  the  other  13  pro¬ 
grams  in  Oklahoma  are  not  available; 


however,  with  the  nationwide  increase  in 
need,  I  am  certain  that  additional  funds 
are  needed  for  these  programs  in  smaller 
communities. 

There  are  few,  if  any,  needs  more 
urgent,  or  objectives  more  desirable,  than 
that  of  helping  the  disadvantaged  youth 
of  this  Nation.  To  recognize  and  meet 
that  need  is  not  only  the  right  thing  to 
do;  it  is  the  smart  thing  to  do  as  well. 

Investment  in  these  young  people 
through  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps 
program  can  make  the  difference  between 
a  life  of  frustration  and  a  life  that  is 
meaningful.  This  amendment  truly  in¬ 
volves  an  investment  and  not  an  expendi¬ 
ture.  Our  favorable  experience  with  the 
GI  bill  is  a  good  example  of  such  an  in¬ 
vestment  and  how  it  pays  back  great 
dividends  to  the  Nation,  not  to  mention 
increased  tax  revenues. 

The  investment  called  for  is  only  $400 
per  individual,  which  will  enable  young 
people  to  learn  valuable  skills  and  pro¬ 
vide  a  viable  alternative  to  idleness  on 
the  streets.  Those  who  sense  the  future 
with  optimism  are  not  likely  to  turn  with 
despair  from  the  present. 

Let  us  think,  therefore,  not  in  terms 
of  “paying  a  price,”  but  m  terms  of  mak¬ 
ing  an  investment  in  our  own  future  as 
well  as  in  the  future  of  these  young  peo¬ 
ple  who  will  be  served  by  this  amendment. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Harris) 
who  speaks  as  a  member  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  on  Civil  Disorders  and 
who  comes  from  a  State  that  has  a  tre¬ 
mendously  rural  population,  for  support¬ 
ing  the  amendment.  The  l^nator  from 
Oklahoma  is  an  important  member  of 
the  Democratic  Party. 

Reference  was  made  to  the  11th  hour 
as  to  the  way  in  which  this  matter  was 
presented  to  the  committee.  I  have  al- 
I’eady  expressed  my  deep  understanding 
of  the  problems  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee. 

So  many  of  us  from  the  cities  of  the 
country  are  worried  that  this  may  be  the 
1 1th  hour  for  the  cities.  It  is  in  an  effort 
to  make  some  contribution  to  the  allevia¬ 
tion  of  their  condition  that  could  result 
in  another  very  long  and  hot  summer 
that  I  urge  the  Senate  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  if  a  Sen¬ 
ator  should  rise  and  seriously  suggest 
that  we  appropriate  money  for  a  space 
program  designed  to  send  men  a  third 
of  the  way  to  the  moon  and  then  leave 
them  in  space,  he  would  be  thought  ridic¬ 
ulous.  Or  if  we  claimed  to  have  a  moon¬ 
landing  program,  but  appropriated  only 
enough  for  orbiting  the  earth,  we  would 
be  thought  silly. 

Yet  this  is  precisely  the  kind  of  ab¬ 
surdity  we  have  been  practicing  for  years 
now  with  our  summer  employment  pro¬ 
gram.  The  need  is  documented.  The  doc¬ 
umentation — gathered  by  the  mayors  of 
our  50  largest  cities — is  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Distinguished  private  research  or¬ 
ganizations — such  as  Greenleigh  Asso¬ 
ciates — have  documented  it  as  well.  The 
summer  youth  employment  program  op¬ 
erated  by  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps 
reaches  only  one-third  of  those  who  need 
jobs  in  the  tense,  hot  summer  months. 


Which  is  more  worthy  a  goal — reach¬ 
ing  the  moon  in  July  or  providing  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  those  who  face  an  American 
nightmare  in  the  summer  streets?  Which 
is  more  crucial  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  Nation — not  to  say  our  domestic 
tranquillity — the  moon,  or  job  oppor¬ 
tunities? 

The  amendment  that  the  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  and  I  offer  today 
would  not  itself  meet  the  need.  It  is  too 
late  to  plan  a  program  that  is  substan¬ 
tial.  But  it  would  provide  the  funds  that 
the  mayors  of  our  leading  cities  say  they 
can  use  efficiently,  even  at  this  late  date. 
I  urge  Senators  to  consider  the  matter 
seriously,  and  to  vote  the  needed  funds, 
the  full  $55  million  requested  in  this 
amendment,  funds  enough  to  employ  an 
additional  136,000  young  people  this  sum¬ 
mer.  The  need  is  for  1,530,000  jobs.  That 
is  a  Labor  Department  figure  for  those 
who  will  be  14  to  21  and  unemployed  and 
from  poverty  homes  in  cities  this  sum¬ 
mer.  The  administration  is  supplying 
funds  for  only  336,000.  The  mayors  say 
they  can  use  efficiently  funds  for  another 
136,000  jobs.  For  these' individuals  it  can 
make  a  lifetime  of  difference. 

As  a  footnote,  one  might  point  out  that 
the  Federal  training  situation  for  young 
Americans  has  not  been  helped  by  the 
shutdown  of  half  of  the  Job  Corps  pro¬ 
gram.  About  3,000  have  left  closing  Job 
Corps  centers,  and  only  225  were  em¬ 
ployed  in  other  programs,  according  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  by  May  24.  And 
another  9,000  who  would  normally  have 
been  recruited  and  placed  in  centers  by 
'  this  summer,  will  be  delayed  until  fall 
because  of  the  freeze  on  Job  Corps 
recruiting  and  processing  ordered  in 
April.  All  these  young  people  require  our 
special  concern. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
to  H.R.  11400  to  provide  an  additional 
$55  million  for  jobs  for  unemployed,  dis¬ 
advantaged  youth  this  summer. 

The  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  (Mr.  Eagleton)  have  informed 
Senator  Javits  and  me  that  cities  in  their 
States  can  use  funds  for  summer  youth 
jobs  greater  than  the  figures  shown  in 
the  survey  supplied  by  the  U.S.  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors.  The  survey  was  a  con¬ 
servative  estimate  and  there  is  certainly 
an  even  greater  need  for  summer  jobs 
than  the  modest  sum  proposed  in  the 
pending  amendment.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  correspondence 
with  Senators  Cranston  and  Eagleton 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  17, 1969. 
Re  amendment  to  H.R.  11400  so  as  to  in¬ 
crease  funds  available  for  the  Summer 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  programs. 
Hon.  Jacob  K.  Javits, 

Hon.  Gaylord  Nelson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senators  Javits  and  Nelson  :  You 
are  offering  an  amendment  to  H.R.  11400 
which  would  Increase  the  funding  (from 
$7,500,000  to  $55,000,000)  of  the  summer 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  Program. 

I  fully  support  your  amendment  and  wlU 
vote  for  it  because  I  am  certain  the  $7,500,- 
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000  figure  will  not  come  close  to  doing  the 
Job  -which  Is  needed  to  be  done. 

In  support  of  your  amendment  you  have 
had  a  table  prepared  by  United  States  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors  which  purports  to  show 
the  1968  and  1969  enrollment  levels  In  the 
program  as  well  as  the  additional  needs  of 
the  50  largest  cities  in  the  United  States. 

The  -two  Missouri  cities  on  this  list  are 
Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis  and  your  figures 
appear  as  follows : 


NEIGHBORHOOD  YOUTH  CORPS  SUMMER  PROGRAM,  50 
LARGEST  CITIES,  1968  AND  1969,  ENROLLMENT  LEVELS 


Summer  1969 

EDA 
original 
allocation 
(in  jobs) 

MDTA 

addi¬ 

tional 

slots 

Total 

all 

sources 

Addi¬ 

tional 

required 

Kansas  City . 

800 

331 

1,131 

269 

SL  Louis  . 

1,080 

754 

1,834 

0 

Especially 

insofar 

as  St. 

Louis  was  con- 

oemed,  I  was  very  surprised  that  there  were 
no  additional  summer  job  needs.  Therefore,  I 
checked  -with  the  authoritative  sources  in 
both  Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis  and  find  that 
the  number  of  additional  slots  that  those 
two  cities  could  effectively  utilize  are  as 
follows : 


Kansas  City -  350 

St.  Louis _ 1,200 


If  you  plan  to  introduce  the  table  in-to  the 
Congressional  Record,  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  you  would  also  introduce  this  letter  so  as 
■to  correct  the  above-mentioned  figures. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Thom.is  F.  Eagleton, 

U.S.  Senator. 


Los  Angeles,  Calif., 

May  22,  1969. 

Senator  Allen  Ceanston, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washin'gton,  D.C.: 

At  the  request  of  the  Board  of  Economic 
and  Youth  Opfiortunlties  Agency,  we  are  sub¬ 
mitting  information  in  order  that  Senator 
Allen  Cranston  may  initiate  a  supplemen¬ 
tary  appropriations  for  jobs  for  Los  Angeles 
youth.  The  need  is  critical.  Reports  from  pub¬ 
lic  and  private  agencies  and  the  State  em¬ 
ployment  service  shows  less  than  5  jiercent  of 
youths  already  registered  for  jobs  from 
poverty  areas  will  find  work  with  the  current 
appropriation.  School  closes  June  20th  and 
we  expect  thousands  more  applications.  Our 
agency  working  -with  public  agencies  can  in¬ 
crease  the  number  of  employed  youth  in  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  at  estimated  cost  of  five  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  which  includes  supervision  and 
administration.  -We  can  add  five  thousand 
youths  to  the  ten  thousand  currently  being 
planned  for. 

Manuel  Aragon,  Jr., 
Executive  Director,  EYOA. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  -we  have 
heard  repeated  many  times  in  this 
Chamber  the  grim  statistics  on  urban 
unemployment,  Negro  unemployment, 
school  dropouts,  and  increasing  crime. 
We  have  been  told  repeatedly  by  mayors 
and  social  scientists,  psychologists  and 
prc^ram  directors,  that  these  and  many 
other  ills  of  our  society  are  closely  inter¬ 
related.  Yet  we  have  continued  to  con¬ 
demn  the  rise  in  urban  crime,  to  cut 
spending  for  social  welfare  programs, 
and  to  deplore  the  unrest  which  plagues 
our  land. 

Such  efforts  are  counterproductive.  If 
we  would  deal  constructively  with  social 
ills,  we  must  take  steps  to  preserve  and 
to  extend  to  all  Americans  an  apprecia¬ 


tion  for  the  values  which  our  Nation  has 
traditionally  upheld.  We  can  do  this  only 
by  making  all  Americans  aware  that  the 
social  system  can  adapt  and  change  itself 
to  work  for  all  om  people. 

The  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  is  a 
program  designed  with  this  very  objec¬ 
tive  in  mind.  Under  the  present  budge¬ 
tary  authority,  336,000  youths  will  be 
given  meanin^ul  employment  this  year. 
They  will  be  employed  in  various  capaci¬ 
ties  working  for  the  cities  and  their 
agencies;  They  will  work  as  recreation 
directors,  laborers,  and  in  other  positions 
of  assistance  to  the  community.  They 
wUl  leafn,  as  all  yoimg  people  with  sum¬ 
mer  employment  learn,  the  value  of  work 
and  the  advantage  of  a  personal  income. 
Many  of  them  will  use  their  wages  to 
help  support  their  families,  and  to 
further  their  own  or  their  siblings’  fur¬ 
ther  education.  The  advantages  which 
they  and  the  community  will  derive  from 
this  progi-am  cannot  be  measured  in  dol¬ 
lar  or  social  value,  though  the  cost  to 
the  Government  can  be  measured — a 
mere  $411  per  person. 

Unfortunately,  however,  there  are  far 
more  unemployed  and  eligible  young 
people  than  there  are  positions  and  funds 
available.  The  Department  of  Labor  esti¬ 
mates  that  more  than  1.5  million  youths 
■will  be  eligible:  yet  under  present  fund¬ 
ing,  slots  are  available  for  less  than  22 
percent,  or  336,000. 

Significantly,  on  the  basis  of  a  request 
for  information,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors  has  estimated  that  the  50  largest 
cities  alone  could  use  72,382  additional 
slots.  A  sample  of  smaller  cities  indicates 
that  they  could  utilize  50  percent  more 
positions  than  are  presently  allocated, 
or  an  additional  67,313  slots.  The  total 
number  of  additional  slots  which  our 
Nation’s  cities  could  make  available  this 
summer  is  thus  139,695.  At  a  cost  of  $411 
per  slot,  the  additional  funding  required 
is  thus  $55  million,  the  amoimt  requested 
in  the  pending  amendment. 

In  view  of  the  great  advantage  which 
this  program  pro-vides,  and  keeping  in 
mind  the  rather  minimal  costs  when 
compared  with  other  Government  pro¬ 
grams,  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Senate 
will  give  to  the  cities  the  amount  of  fimds 
they  believe  they  can  use,  and  will  agree 
to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  increased  funding  for  summer  activ¬ 
ities  of  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps. 

This  summer  1.5  million  youths  who 
are  14  to  21  years  old  will  be  unemployed 
and  eligible  for  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps  summer  programs.  But  unless  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  are  approved  now  by  Con¬ 
gress,  less  than  one-quarter  of  them  will 
be  able  to  participate. 

In  the  long  run,  it  would  be  a  tragic 
waste  of  resources  to  leave  these  young 
people  no  choice  but  to  spend  the  sum¬ 
mer  months  out  on  the  street  without 
work. 

A  summer  job  gives  the  potential 
school  dropout  modest  earnings  which 
may  make  the  difference  in  whether  or 
not  he  returns  to  classes  in  the  fall.  It 
gives  him  a  chance  to  develop  pride  and 
responsibility.  It  enables  him  to  perform 
useful  work  for  the  community  which 
would  not  otherwise  be  done.  It  helps  to 


eliminate  social  and  economic  disadvan¬ 
tages.  It  provides  an  alternative  to  the 
aimlessness,  and  dissatisfaction  and  xm- 
rest — and  to  the  trend  toward  crime  and 
riots — which  have  afflicted  so  many  of  our 
youth. 

Both  for  the  practical  reason  of  de¬ 
creasing  violence  and  for  the  moral  rea¬ 
son  of  giving  someone  a  chance  to  be  a 
constructive  citizen,  adequate  funding  of 
the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  is  impor¬ 
tant. 

Communities  across  the  Nation  desper¬ 
ately  need  additional  Youth  Corps  fimd- 
ing.  The  conference  of  mayors  has  polled 
its  cities  and  concluded  that  even  at  this 
late  date  at  least  136,500  more  positions 
could  be  used  effectively,  if  funds  are  ap¬ 
proved  within  a  short  time.  In  my  own 
State  of  Massachusetts,  Boston  requires 
814  slots.  In  many  other  cities,  the  re¬ 
quirement  runs  into  the  thousands. 

The  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  sum¬ 
mer  program  gives  poverty-stricken 
American  boys  and  girls  the  chance  to 
develop  the  skills  and  work  habits,  the 
education  and  work  experience  necessary 
to  compete  in  today’s  job  market.  It  ben¬ 
efits  the  community  by  supporting  work 
on  necessary  projects.  It  serves  society 
by  developing  productive  and  responsible 
and  committed  citizens. 

It  is  a  good  program,  which  urgently 
needs  our  support  as  we  face  the  up-com¬ 
ing  summer.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proves  greatly  increased  funds  in  the 
supplemental  appropriation,  and  I  sup¬ 
port  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  send  to  the  desk  a  substitute 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

strike  out  the  numeral  .“$55,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000”. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
substitute  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  amendment  on  the  table.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd) 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  On  tliis 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  in  the 
affirmative. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo¬ 
tion  is  not  debatable.  The  clerk  -will  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  rollcall. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mt.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inqury. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  is  not  in  order  during  a 
rollcall.  The  clerk  will  proceed  with  the 
rollcall. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 
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Mr.  KirNNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss),  Is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Metcalf), 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale),  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Montoya),  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  (Mr.  Cranston)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman). 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  California  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  would  vote 
“nay.” 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya)  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Pong) 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — ^yeas  46, 


nays  44,  as 

follows : 

[No.  41  Leg.] 
YEAS — 46 

Aiken 

Harris 

Packwood 

Allen 

Hart 

Pell 

Bayh 

Hartke 

Percy 

Brooke 

Hatfield 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Hughes 

BiblcofC 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Saxbe 

Case 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Cook 

Javits 

Scott 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Eagleton 

Mathias 

lYdings 

Pulbrlght 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Goodell 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Gore 

McIntyre 

Young,  Ohio 

Gravel 

Muskie 

Griffin 

Nelson 

NAYS— 44 

Allott 

Ellender 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Ervin 

Murphy 

Bellmon 

Fannin 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Pearson 

Bible 

Gurney 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Hansen 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Russell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holllngs 

Smith 

Church 

Hruska 

Spong 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Long 

Tower 

Dole 

Mansfield 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eastland 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING — 10 

Baker 

Metcalf 

Sparkman 

Cranston 

Mondale 

Thurmond 

Pong 

Montoya 

McCarthy 

Moss 

So  Mr. 

Javits’  motion 

to  table  the 

amendment  of  Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  to  Mr.  Javits’  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  vote  on  the  basic  amendment 
but  first  I  wish  to  explain  to  the  Senate 
what  has  occurred.  I  shall  take  only  a 
moment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  order  so  Sena¬ 
tors  will  know  what  the  Senator  is  talk¬ 
ing  about. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
dings  in  the  chair) .  The  Senate  will  be 
in  order. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
argued  all  morning  and  the  Record  is 
very  complete  on  the  question  of  what  to 
do  about  summer  jobs  for  youth.  I  pro¬ 
posed  an  amendment  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Nelson)  and  a  group  of  cosponsors  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  for  $55  million 
which  represents  136,500  summer  jobs 
at  $411  apiece,  which  is  based  upon  a 
survey  of  the  U.S.  conference  of  mayors. 
The  survey  sets  forth  names  and  places 
of  cities  and  the  number  of  slots  required 
for  the  50  largest  cities  and  with  supple¬ 
mentary  data  for  smaller  cities,  all  of 
which  make  up  the  total  shown. 

The  Department  of  Labor  advised  me 
and  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Byrd)  that  it  could  effectively  use  $10 
million.  They  surveyed  the  situation  ac¬ 
cording  to  regional  offices,  by  region,  and 
they  came  up  with  the  $10  million  fig¬ 
ure,  which  I  think  is  grossly  Inadequate 
and  which  the  mayors  think  is  grossly 
inadequate. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  then 
moved  to  substitute  the  $10  million  fig¬ 
ure  for  my  figure.  I  moved  to  table  that 
amendment,  not  out  of  any  disrespect, 
but  only  because  I  did  not  think  it  fair  to 
ask  Senators  to  vote  against  any  in¬ 
creased  figure  for  the  program. 

That  measure  has  now  been  tabled 
and  so  my  amendment  comes  before  the 
Senate.  I  would  like  to  add  one  note  of 
history  so  the  Senate  will  fully  under¬ 
stand  the  situation. 

Last  year,  in  1968,  we  made  a  similar 
fight.  A  similar  measure  was  bitterly 
contested  here  and  It  was  bitterly  con¬ 
tested  in  the  conference.  It  received  the 
kind  consideration  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pastore)  .  Al¬ 
though  I  was  the  junior  member,  I  was 
a  member  of  the  conference  committee. 
We  voted  for  $75  million.  The  committee 
was  very  fair.  As  a  result  of  the  rejection 
of  one  conference  report  we  finally  got 
$13  million. 

I  submit,  coupling  what  we  are  trying 
to  accomplish  with  that  history,  that  it 
should  be  remembered  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  of  mayors  certifies  this  to  us  as 
the  figure  which  can  be  effectively  used, 
naming  the  50  largest  cities  and  slotting 
them  by  the  amount  to  be  made  available 
to  each  city. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Is  this  money  desig¬ 
nated  for  those  specific  cities  or  will  it 
get  outside  of  them? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  money  is  not  ear¬ 
marked,  but  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
question  about  the  fact  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  will  administer  the  proposal  upon 
that  same  basis.  I  shall  tell  the  Senator 
why.  Their  breakdown  for  their  figures 
on  the  $10  million,  which  they  did  by  re¬ 
gions,  bears  a  relationship  to  the  amount 
set  up  as  the  conference  of  mayors  did. 
So  the  Department  and  the  mayors  would 
agree  in  order  of  magnitude  although 
there  may  be  minor  differences. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  My  question  really  is 


whether  this  money  is  going  to  get  out 
to  the  smaller  States,  or  will  it  be  used 
for  the  larger  urban  areas? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Not  at  alL  The  mayors 
gave  us  a  figure  of  more  than  72,000  slots 
for  the  larger  cities,  and  more  than  67,000 
slots  for  the  smaller  cities. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  be  a  little  repetitious  now  in 
that  I,  too,  want  to  say  a  bit  about  the 
history  of  this  measure. 

The  subcommittee  conducted  hearings 
from  April  14  through  May  20  on  this  bill. 
It  is  a  $4.4  billion  bill.  There  was  no 
budget  estimate,  there  was  no  request 
from  the  executive  branch,  and  there  was 
no  request  by  letter  from  any  member  or 
any  individual,  to  my  knowledge,  to  my 
subcommittee  asking  for  consideration 
and  addition  of  this  amoimt. 

On  the  day  that  we  marked  up  the  bill 
in  full  committee  I  was  first  introduced 
to  the  idea  by  letter  from  the  distin¬ 
guished  and  able  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Javits)  ,  in  which  letter  he  requested 
an  addition  of  $55  million  for  the  Neigh¬ 
borhood  Youth  Corps,  without  testimony, 
without  a  budget  estimate,  without  any 
hearings  whatsoever.  This  amount,  inci¬ 
dentally,  represents  approximately  $1  for 
every  minute  that  has  passed  since 
Andrew  Johnson  was  President. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  the  program  is 
not  a  laudable  one,  not  at  all.  I  support 
the  NYC  program.  I  have  had  good  re¬ 
ports  concerning  it  in  West  Virginia.  I 
want  to  appropriate  for  it  whatever 
moneys  can  be  properly  justified  and  ef¬ 
fectively,  efficiently,  and  economically 
utilized. 

However,  I  think  I  would  not  properly 
measure  up  to  my  duty  and  responsibility 
as  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
if  I  supported  now  an  effort  to  put  into 
this  bill  $45  million  more  than  the  re¬ 
sponsible  agency  says  it  can  effectively 
use. 

In  the  full  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pastore),  who  is  a 
ranking  majority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  stated  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  as  of  that  date  could  effectively 
utilize  $7.5  million  for  the  program.  I 
suggested  we  accept  this  figure  and  add 
it  without  any  budget  estimate,  without 
hearings,  and  without  testimony,  but 
realizing  there  are  many  Senator*,  here 
who  sincerely  want  to  see  some  money 
added  for  this  program. 

The  full  committee  went  along  with 
the  addition  of  $7.5  million  imder  the 
circumstances.  Here  now  today  we  have 
the  request  again  for  $55  million.  On 
the  day  before  yesterday  I  asked  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  to  send  someone  to 
my  office  who  could  talk  about  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  that  was  done.  I  asked  the  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Labor  Department, 
“How  much  can  you  effectively  and  ef¬ 
ficiently  and  economically  use  for  this 
program?  You  name  it.  Lay  it  on  the 
line.  Whatever  it  is,  state  it.” 

He  said,  “We  can  use  $10  million.” 

I  said,  “Put  it  in  writing.” 

He  wrote  a  letter  and  here  it  is: 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  This  letter  is  written 
in  response  to  your  request  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor’s  position  in  connection 
with  a  proposed  supplemental  appropriation 
to  be  made  available  for  use  in  the  1969 
summer  NYC  program. 
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The  Department,  after  surveying  Its  Re¬ 
gional  Offices — 

Mr.  President,  Senators  will  note  that 
the  Department  went  back  to  its  re¬ 
gional  offices  following  the  action  by  the 
subcommittee  adding  $7.5  million.  I  shall 
continue  to  quote  from  the  letter: 

The  Department,  after  surveying  Its  Re¬ 
gional  Offices,  estimates  that  It  could  ef¬ 
fectively  utilize  an  additional  $10  million. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  ail  I  shall  read 
from  the  letter  at  this  time.  I  have  read 
the  entire  letter  into  the  Record  earlier. 

That  being  the  case,  I  wish  to  say  to 
Senators  who  were  not  in  the  Chamber 
earlier,  that  I  today  offered  to  accept  an 
additionai  $2.5  million  over  the  $7.5  mil¬ 
lion  appropriated  by  the  committee  so  as 
to  round  out  the  full  $10  million.  I  had 
discussed  this  with  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee  (Mr.  Mundt)  , 
and  he  was  willing  to  agree  to  accept 
$10  million,  that  being  the  amoimt  the 
agency  could  effectively  utilize.  But  as 
I  stated  earlier  today,  I  cannot  justify 
my  support  of  $55  million  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  under  all  the  circumstances  I  have 
related  here. 

The  distinguished  and  able  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  also  took  the  floor 
earlier  and  stated  his  strong  support  for 
this  program  and  stated  he  would  vote 
for  the  $55  million  if  it  came  to  that,  but 
he  also  urged  the  able  Senator  from  New 
York  to  accept  my  recommendation  on 
the  basis  that  there  was  no  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  nobody  downtown  had  ap¬ 
peared  here,  except  at  my  request,  to 
state  a  capability  for  even  the  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  never  heard  of  this  matter, 
never  had  hearings  on  it,  and  had  no 
budget  estimate. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  who 
has  been  in  conference  many  times 
knows  better  than  I  that  when  one  goes 
down  that  corridor  and  gets  halfway  be¬ 
tween  these  two  bodies  with  those  men 
from  the  House  of  Representatives,  with¬ 
out  a  budget  estimate,  without  hearings, 
without  testimony,  and  without  a  re¬ 
quest  from  the  executive  branch,  we  are 
likely  to  come  out  on  the  short  end  of 
things,  and  we  probably  will  not  get 
anything. 

I,  as  manager  of  the  bill,  or  one  who 
Is  attempting  to  manage  the  bill,  have 
committed  myself  to  support  $10  million 
under  these  circumstances. 

I  did  not  want  to  vote  against  this 
amendment  for  the  $55  million  because 
that  makes  me  appear  as  being  against 
the  NYC,  and  it  puts  other  Senators  in 
the  same  position.  So,  after  having  of¬ 
fered  to  accept  the  $10  million,  and  after 
having  had  that  offer  turned  down,  the 
only  recourse  I  had  was  to  offer  a  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  to  make  the  amount 
$10  million. 

The  motion  then  was  made  to  table 
my  amendment.  I  would  guess  there  were 
10  Senators  in  the  Chamber  when  the 
motion  to  table  was  made.  There  was  no 
discussion  on  it.  Senators  came  rushing 
in.  Some  went  here,  some  went  there,  and 
some  went  somewhere  else,  as  I  do  myself 
at  times  if  I  am  not  in  the  Chamber  to 
hear  the  discussion  and  I  have  to  ask  a 
Senator  or  someone  else  what  the  vote 
is  all  about.  And  in  fairness  to  Senators 


we  cannot  be  on  the  floor  all  the  time 
to  listen  to  debate.  Therefore,  I  feel  that 
some  Senators  may  have  voted  on  this 
tabling  motion  not  really  knowing  the 
backgroimd,  the  circumstances,  or  pre¬ 
cisely  what  the  parliamentary  situation 
was. 

I  hope  that  no  Senator  will  take  um¬ 
brage  at  my  saying  that,  because  I  have 
done  it  myself  at  times,  not  having  heard 
the  discussion  and  I,  too,  could  be  con¬ 
fused  about  the  parliamentary  situation. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  I  take  this  time 
now  to  state  what  happened,  why  it  hap¬ 
pened,  and  where  we  are  at  the  present 
moment. 

The  Senate  voted  to  table  my  motion. 
Had  it  voted  against  tabling  the  motion, 
we  would  now  be  voting  on  my  substitute 
to  add  the  $10  million.  That  has  been 
tabled.  Now  if  we  are  going  to  vote  to 
add  $55  million,  Mr.  President,  I  have  to 
oppose  that.  I  think  that  any  Senator 
standing  in  my  place  today  would  have 
to  oppose  it.  I  am  sorry  to  oppose  it.  I 
hope  that  other  Senators  will  be  opposed 
to  adding  $55  million  now  that  they  un¬ 
derstand  the  circumstances  in  which  we 
find  ourselves. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  Senator 
believe  that  any  amendment  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  placed  in  the  bill  by  the  Senate  will 
have  very  little  weight  in  conference  im- 
less  it  is  supported  by  everyone  in  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  It  will 
have  about  as  much  chance  as  a  snowball 
in  Sheol. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
exactly  my  belief.  I  served  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  both  last  year  and 
before  when  this  subject  came  up.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  knows  as  well 
as  everyone  else  what  difficulties  we  were 
under.  I  think  as  has  already  been  re¬ 
lated,  they  started  with  a  much  larger 
figure.  We  had  to  be  satisfied  with  $13 
million  last  year,  after  all  the  conferees 
of  the  Senate  stood  by  him  regardless  of 
what  their  votes  were  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  That  being  the  case,  I  hope  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  will  move  now  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  Senate  has  barely 
voted  to  lay  on  the  table  his  substitute 
amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  May  I  say  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  thinking  much 
faster  than  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  as  the  Senator  from  Florida 
usually  does.  I  was  going  to  make  pre¬ 
cisely  the  suggestion  he  has  just  made 
to  our  distinguished  chairman,  that  we 
still  have  that  parliamentary  recourse, 
that  many  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
were  not  here  to  get  the  background 
discussion. 

As  ranking  member  on  the  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriations  Committee,  I  can 
say  that  what  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  has  said  is  precisely 
correct.  He  has  been  most  accommodat¬ 
ing,  and  most  cooperative  with  the'  mi¬ 
nority  in  the  marking  up  of  the  biil  and 
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in  his  consideration  of  every  issue.  We 
sat  aroimd  with  the  staff  and  tried  to 
work  out  a  common  approach  to  this 
thing.  He  suggested — ^the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pastore)  was  imable 
to  be  present — in  his  absence  that  we 
put  in  the  $10  million  for  this  purpose. 

I  raised  some  objections,  I  may  say, 
initially,  because  no  hearings  were  held 
and  nothing  was  done.  Finally,  out  of 
profound  respect  for  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  I  said,  “All  right,  let  us 
take  it  on  to  the  full  committee,”  and 
I  went  along  with  that  position  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  states  the  case  very 
clearly  and  effectively.  Naturally,  we 
would  all  like  to  get  the  $55  million  if 
it  could  be  used  effectively.  There  is  no 
question  about  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
need  for  it.  If  we  took  it  to  conference, 
no  one  will  miss  it,  because  by  the  time 
the  President  signs  the  biU,  most  of  the 
summer  will  be  over.  But  my  prediction 
is  this:  Prom  my  experience  in  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House,  we  will  “huff”  and 
we  will  “puff”  and  we  will  only  blow 
ourselves  down. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  exactly  correct.  May  I  point  out 
that  if  all  we  do  is  to  go  to  conference 
with  the  growing  conviction  on  the  part 
of  House  Members  that  the  Senate  writes 
on  riders  or  ceilings  and  talks  about 
economy,  but  shovels  out  the  money  in 
every  direction  as  freely  as  possible,  we 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  House 
Members.  Certainly,  they  will  be  guided 
by  the  Department  of  Labor’s  capability 
to  spend  prudently  the  $10  million  it  has 
requested.  Having  yielded  from  nothing 
to  $7.5  million,  I  am  willing  to  yield  from 
nothing  to  $10  million,  if  they  can  com¬ 
promise  on  that  figure. 

Consider  the  $55  million.  Of  course  the 
mayors  would  take  the  $55  million.  I 
suspect  they  never  got  to  the  mayor  of 
my  little  old  home  town  which  has  a 
population  of  7,500,  but  if  they  wrote 
to  him  saying,  “Can  you  use  some 
money,  400  some  odd  dollars  to  a  kid?”  I 
guarantee  the  mayor  would  And  enough 
boys  to  use  that  money.  They  may  be 
spending  their  time  now  working,  but 
the  mayor  would  be  able  to  And  some 
who  have  not  found  jobs  and  he  could 
probably  build  a  case  for  that  money. 
If  we  went  out  into  the  small  imral  areas, 
we  could  probably  make  a  case  for  $155 
million. 

However,  we  have  got  to  be  a  reason¬ 
able  in  these  matters.  We  will  be  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  10 -percent  surtax  contin¬ 
uation.  Some  of  those  who  will  freely 
throw  this  money  away  now,  will  not  vote 
for  that,  I  suspect,  and  some  of  those 
who  were  opposed  to  the  ceiling  limita¬ 
tion  are  now  putting  this  thing  on.  We 
will  be  up  against  some  pretty  hard 
financial  decisions  in  this  country. 

If  we  can  go  for  the  $10  million  which 
the  Department  of  Labor  says  it  can  pru¬ 
dently  spend,  I  believe  that  we  can  at 
least  justify  that  amount  on  the  basis 
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that  the  administration  and  Congress 
would  agree  on  it.  But  to  go  $45  million 
beyond  that,  just  because  we  are  spend¬ 
ing  someone  else’s  money  Instead  of  our 
own,  I  think  makes  us  look  ridiculous  In 
the  eyes  of  the  House  and  weakens  our 
own  case  and  may  kill  it  in  Congress. 

I  therefore  suggest  that  we  have  a  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  vote  which  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  says  he  will  pro¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  with  the  understanding  that  I  do 
not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  is  recognized,  with 
that  understanding. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
argued  this  whole  thing  before,  but  ob¬ 
viously  it  has  to  be  done  again. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  will  be  proper  if  made  by  a 
Member  who  voted  with  the  prevailing 
side,  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Allen)  did.  I  gather  he  proposes  to 
make  the  motion. 

May  the  Senate  understand  the  ques¬ 
tion  so  that  it  knows  exactly  what  the 
situation  is. 

If  we  vote  the  $10  million,  we  can  come 
pretty  close  to  forgetting  the  whole 
thing.  Remember,  last  year,  out  of  the 
$75  million  we  got  $13  million  because  we 
fought — and  I  fought  like  a  tiger.  We  re¬ 
jected  the  conference  report  once 
which — ^with  all  respect — would  not  have 
been  there  if  at  least  a  majority  of  the 
conferees  had  not  agreed  with  it,  and 
that  wiped  us  out  completely  even  though 
we  had  voted  $75  million. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  battle.  It  is  a 
battle  which  involves  the  cities  of  the 
United  States.  The  cities  of  the  United 
States  are  either  going  to  fight  for  them¬ 
selves  in  the  Senate,  or  they  will  lose 
and  they  may  go  down  the  drain.  This 
is  an  example  of  it. 

Now  we  cannot  just  pass  off  this  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors — 
I  did  not  write  letters  to  individual 
mayors. 

The  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  cer¬ 
tifies  to  the  figures  by  cities,  with  the 
slots  required.  I  have  yet  to  hear  it  ne¬ 
gated  by  anyone  in  this  Chamber  from 
those  States,  whether  for  or  agaimst  this 
motion.  The  certification  shows  that  in 
the  50  biggest  cities,  there  are  75,500 
slots  required,  and,  therefore,  at  least 
$30  million  is  needed. 

We  do  not  think  anything  about  vot¬ 
ing  $5  billion  or  $6  billion  for  agricul¬ 
tural  price  stabilization,  which  Involves 
only  16  percent  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  When  are  we  going  to 
wake  up  in  the  cities  of  this  country  and 
stand  up  for  ourselves  for  what  we  need, 
especially  when  it  is  de  minimus  like 
this  $55  million,  and  we  think  nothing 
of  voting  billions  for  defense  and  agri- 
cultmal  price  stabilization,  and  for  any¬ 
thing  else  imder  the  sun,  when  this  is 
needed  immediately,  for  this  summer. 


this  hot  summer,  with  a  million  and  a 
half  of  them  tough  kids.  We  do  not  even 
meet  one-fourth  of  the  target. 

It  takes  a  fight.  I  am  not  a  bit  dis¬ 
couraged.  When  we  walk  down  that  hall, 
as  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Byrd)  has  said,  we  will  get  our  heads 
chopped  off.  But  how  much  better  it  is  to 
go  down  there  with  $55  million  than  with 
$10  million.  The  last  time  we  went  down 
there  with  $75  million,  we  got  $13  mil¬ 
lion.  We  may  have  to  turn  down  a  con¬ 
ference  report  here.  I  anticipate  that 
fully. 

One  wins  in  this  struggle  only  if  he 
fights.  I  intend,  if  I  can  manage  it,  to  do 
it,  but  we  must  have  some  material  to 
fight  with;  in  order  to  do  that,  we  must 
have  this  higher  figure. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  to  me 
so  I  may  comment  on  the  remarks  made 
by  the  Senator  from  New  York? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Allen)  has 
asked  me  to  yield  to  him.  I  will  yield  to 
him  a  little  later  for  the  purpose  of  his 
making  a  motion,  but  in  the  meantime  I 
will  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  just  so 
we  understand  the  history  and  chronol¬ 
ogy  of  this  matter,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  will  recall  that  the  $75  million 
of  which  he  was  talking  was  in  a  sup¬ 
plemental  bill,  on  which  I  was  a  con¬ 
feree.  The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
was  absent  from  the  Senate  at  that  time 
for  reasons  that  I  shall  not  go  into  now. 
That  conference  ended  in  a  complete 
failure.  The  Senator  fought  and  he 
fought  and  he  fought,  and  we  got  noth¬ 
ing.  That  supplemental  bill  went  off  the 
board. 

When  I  returned  to  the  Senate,  I  re¬ 
introduced  the  item  in  a  supplemental 
bill.  I  went  to  conference,  and  was  able 
to  get  the  $13  million.  It  was  that  amount 
over  the  previous  nothing. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  we 
had  to  turn  down  one  conference  report 
before  we  got  it? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  right;  but  the 
Senator  got  nothing.  That  is  my  point. 
The  question  here  is,  looking  at  the 
practicalities  of  this  problem,  what  Is 
the  best  thing  to  do  at  this  time?  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  an  im- 
budgeted  item,  knowing  what  is  the 
temperament  of  the  House,  shall  we  go 
into  conference  with  an  item  which  may 
result  in  our  ending  up  with  nothing, 
or  shall  we  go  itno  conference  with  an 
item  that  is  acceptable  to  the  chairman 
and  the  committee,  an  item  that  the 
conferees  will  fight  for? 

The  Senator  from  New  York  must  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  conferees  from  the 
Senate  who  will  go  to  the  conference  are 
not  Senators  who  will  vote  for  the  $55 
million.  That  fact  will  certainly  weaken 
the  case.  The  Senator  will  have  only  one 
friend  there  in  conference,  and  that  is 
PASTORE.  That  is  not  enough. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  without  losing  his  right  to  the 
floor? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  All  I  say  is  that  $10  mil¬ 
lion  is  de  minimis.  As  I  said  on  this 
point  when  there  were  fewer  Members 
present  on  the  floor,  the  poor  of  my 
city — and  I  warrant  it  is  true  of  all  of 
our  big  cities,  whether  it  is  Seattle  or 
Chicago  or  any  other  big  city — ^will  say, 
“If  that  is  the  best  you  can  do,  Senator 
Javits,  forget  it.” 

Let  us  grow  up  and  have  some  dignity 
about  this.  We  do  not  have  to  go  to  the 
House  with  a  tin  cup  in  our  hand.  If 
that  is  the  best  I  can  do,  I  am  willing  to 
do  it,  and  I  know  my  people  will  back 
me  95  to  5,  and  I  am  sure  the  poor  of 
every  city  will  say  it — “If  that  is  the 
best  you  can  do,  forget  it.” 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  the  Senator  saying 
that  if  he  cannot  get  $55  million,  he 
would  rather  have  nothing? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  All  I  said  is  that  we  have 
to  run  this  risk,  because  the  poor  people 
have  dignity,  too,  and  if  all  the  Senate 
can  do  for  a  summer  employment  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  allow  $10  million  when  we 
face  this  issue,  then  my  people  will  back 
me  in  risking  a  try  at  getting  $55  million. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  cannot  help  but  resent  and 
take  exception  to  what  the  Senator  from 
New  York  had  to  say  about  the  farmers 
of  the  countiy.  They  are  the  lowest  paid 
people  in  the  whole  United  States.  The 
prices  they  receive  today,  which  repre¬ 
sents  their  wages,  are  lower  than  they 
were  20  years  ago.  The  Senator  ought  to 
know,  because  he  has  been  on  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  that  $1.5  billion  of 
the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  is  for 
family  food  and  school  lunches.  This  goes 
mostly  to  city  people.  The  farmers  get 
less  than  half  of  the  agriculture  budget 
for  price  supports.  He  says  $7  billion  is 
being  thrown  to  the  farmers,  when  they 
are  the  lowest  income  people  in  the 
whole  country. 

I  am  willing  to  help  the  cities,  but  I 
do  not  want  the  farmers  to  be  treated  in 
an  objectionable  or  xmfair  way. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield,  under  the  same  conditions. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  if  I  did 
say  that,  I  apologize.  I  had  no  such  in¬ 
tention.  I  was  only  comparing  the  orders 
of  magnitude,  as  to  what  the  people  of 
the  cities  contend  for  and  what  the 
farmers  contend  for.  I  only  pointed  out 
that  we  have  an  enormous  need  here. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
under  the  same  condition. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  further 
along  the  line  just  mentioned  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  I  want  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  the  fact  that  the  cities  are  not 
forgotten  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  jottdd  down  here  just  a 
few  of  the  very  generous  appropriations 
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are  making  for  the  cities,  and  we  ought  to 
make  them,  and  we  are  making  them. 
One  is  for  the  model  cities  appropriation. 
That  certainly  does  not  apply  to  farmers 
or  to  rural  areas.  Another  is  for  the  open 
space  appi'opriation,  for  spaces  around 
the  cities.  Both  of  those  are  large  ap¬ 
propriations.  The  third  is  for  the  urban 
transportation  system,  which  is  certainly 
not  for  the  country  areas  and  not  for  the 
farmers.  The  fourth  is  for  urban  public 
housing,  which  is  certainly  not  for  the 
farmers  and  not  for  the  open  areas. 

There  are  many,  many  other  appro¬ 
priations,  such  as  the  special  rent  ap¬ 
propriation  and  the  special  provisions  in 
the  recent  housing  bill  to  pay  interest 
to  help  dwellers  in  the  cities  to  build 
their  homes  and  the  vast  appropriations 
to  build  airports  and  harbors  at  the  cities. 

We  are  not  blind  to  the  needs  of  the 
cities,  and  I  think  the  cities  know  that. 

I  have  not  even  mentioned  the  aid  we 
are  giving  to  the  police  systems  of  the 
Nation.  Of  course,  that  applies  largely  to 
the  urban  areas. 

The  fact  is — and  I  go  back  to  a  point 
I  made  a  while  ago — I  want  there  to  be 
in  this  bill  the  item  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  says  it  can  use;  and  the  admin¬ 
istration  is  not  unsympathetic  to  this 
need.  I  would  think  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  recognizes  that 
fact,  because  he  is  a  member  of  the  party 
of  that  administration.  The  administra¬ 
tion  says  $10  million  is  the  most  it  can 
use. 

I  want  to  remind  all  Senators  who  are 
here  of  the  fact  that  an  amendment 
adopted  here  by  a  bare  vote  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  with  just  a  small  majority,  is  not 
going  to  have  the  weight  in  conference 
as  would  an  amendment  adopted  by  an 
almost  imanimous  vote  of  the  Senate. 
I  would  hope  that  the  Senate  could  vote 
with  almost  unanimity  for  the  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  I  would  be  prepared  to  vote  for  that 
figure  since  the  Department  now  says  it 
can  use  that  amount.  It  formerly  had 
said  it  could  use  only  $7.5  million. 

As  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
knows,  I  voted  at  the  markup  of  the  bill 
for  that  amount  because  the  Department 
had  said  it  could  use  it.  The  question  is, 
Shall  we  go  out  of  here  with  practically 
a  imanimous  show  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  that  it  wants  this  program  to  be 
served  by  an  amount  which  this  admin¬ 
istration  says  can  be  used,  or  shall  we 
go  out  of  here  badly  divided,  to  a  con¬ 
ference  where  we  know  we  are  up  against 
great  difficulties,  committed  to  an  amount 
which  cannot  bq  used? 

I  think  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  is  so  strong,  so  unassail- 
abe,  that  I  unhesitatingly  support  it.  I 
hope  the  motion  for  reconsideration  will 
be  made,  and  that  it  will  be  adopted  by 
the  Senate,  and  that  the  Senate  can  then, 
with  practical  unanimity,  vote  for  the 
$10  million  amount. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  able  and  distinguished  Senator.  Such 
a  motion  will  be  made.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  asked  me  to  yield  to  him. 

First,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  (Mr.  Cannon)  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  do  not  lose  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 


become  aware  of  the  so-called  letter  until 
a  few  minutes  ago.  Do  I  understand  the 
administering  agency  says  the  maximum 
amount  it  can  use  is  $10  million? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  That  is 
correct,  and  the  manager  of  the  bill  of¬ 
fered  to  accept  that  amount,  but  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
would  not  agree  to  it. 

Mr.  CANNON.  What  would  be  the  total 
amount  available  then  for  use  in  this  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  total  amount,  with  the  $10  million, 
would  be  $149,500,000,  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  about  360,000  slots  for  summer  jobs. 
My  argument,  just  so  the  Senator  gets 
the  picture — I  am  not  trying  to  be  for¬ 
ensic  about  it — is  that  we  have  got  a 
target  of  a  million  and  a  half  to  shoot 
at;  the  Labor  Department  certifies  that. 
My  amendment  was  based  upon  the  find¬ 
ings,  city  by  city,  of  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors,  which  gives  us  a  figure  for 
effective  use — ^just  the  same  catechism 
as  that  of  the  Labor  Department — of 
136,500  slots,  as  against  their  24,000 
slots,  makinug  a  total  of  $55  million  in¬ 
stead  of  their  $10  million. 

That  is  the  issue. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  further  response  to  the  question 
of  the  Senator  from  Nevada,  I  shall  read 
this  additional  sentence  into  the  Record, 
which  immediately  follows  what  I  had 
already  read: 

When  added  to  funds  already  available  for 
the  NYC  program  this  year,  the  Department 
will  have  available  approximately  $149  mil¬ 
lion  and  approximately  360,000  slots. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Does  that  increase  the 
number  of  slots  that  were  available  last 
year? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  increases  the  number 
by  about  14,000. 

Mr.  CANNON.  It  increases  the  total 
money? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  increases  the  total 
money;  and,  of  coui-se,  the  whole  point 
we  make  is  that  we  have  now  got  a  big¬ 
ger  target,  and  a  more  difficult  situation. 

Mr.  CANNON.  But  the  administration 
has  said  it  can  use  only  $10  million? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  the  amount  they 
certify  they  can  effectively  use,  that  is 
a  fact;  we  cannot  get  away  from  that. 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  now  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  state  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  that  I  asked 
him  to  yield  for  the  purpose  of  permit¬ 
ting  me  to  speak  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  to  lay  on  the 
table  the  amendment  offered  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
providing  for  $10  million,  not  because  I 
favored  the  $55  million,  but  because  I 
was  against  the  increase  to  $10  million. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  stated  that  he  would  prefer  not  to 
take  the  $10  million,  that  he  regarded  the 
increase  from  $7.5  to  $10  million  as  a 
mere  pittance. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  should  like  to  give  him 
my  exact  words. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  said  I  regarded  it  as 
de  minimis — not  enough  of  a  change  in 
the  order  of  magnitude  to  make  it  de¬ 
sirable. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  If  I  misquoted  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  I  apologize  to  him.  The  Record  will 
show,  I  am  sure. 

At  any  rate,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  was  imwilling  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  $2.5  million  increase  proposed 
by  the  Byrd  amendment,  and  for  that 
reason  I  voted  not  to  force  the  $10  mil¬ 
lion  on  him  I  would  much  prefer  to  see 
the  issue  presented  to  the  Senate  on  the 
$7.5  million  proposed  in  the  bill,  or  the 
$55  million  proposed  by  the  Javits 
amendment.  It  was  for  that  reason  that 
I  voted  to  table  the  $10  million  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd). 

I  would  still  prefer  to  see  the  issue  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  as  $7.5  million  or  $55 
million^  feeling  confident  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  would  accept  the  $7.5  million  figure. 
I  feel  that  the  $7.5  million  is  certainly  all 
that  should  be  appropriated,  and  I  do 
not  favor  going  to  $10  million.  Certainly, 
if  the  proposed  $55  million  is  to  be  spent 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  by 
September  30  of  this  year,  it  would  be  a 
problem  to  spend  wisely  that  amount  of 
money  for  the  intended  piuposes  in  that 
time. 

I  feel  that  this  attitude  toward  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  public  funds,  this  feeling 
that  $2.5  million,  or  $45  million,  is  a 
small  amoimt  of  money,  is  a  feeling  or 
an  attitude  or  a  view  that  has  contributed 
to  getting  the  country  in  the  terrible  fi¬ 
nancial  position  that  it  is  in  today.  So 
I  am  opposed  to  the  $10  million  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  am  opposed  to  the  $55  mil¬ 
lion,  and  I  would  prefer  to  vote  against 
the  $55  million  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  . 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move,  by  way  of  offering  a  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment,  that  the  figure  $55 
million  be  stricken - 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  President,  I  withdraw  my  motion. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  having 
voted  with  the  prevailing  side  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  to 
table  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia,  I  now  move  that 
the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
that  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  a  point  of 
order.  Does  the  Senator  qualify? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  voted  on  the  prevail¬ 
ing  side,  and  does  qualify. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry,  if  the  Chair  will  in¬ 
dulge  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tlie  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Is  it  appropriate  to  move 
to  reconsider  a  vote  on  a  motion  to  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  ap¬ 
propriate. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  oa-dered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Allen) 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  to  lay  on  the  table  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd) 
was  agreed  to.  On  this  question,  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent- 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Sparkman)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Montoya)  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cranston)  . 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong) 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  would 
vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 


nays  40,  as  follows: 

[No.  42  Leg.] 

YEAS— 52 

Aiken 

Dominick 

Miller 

Allen 

Eastland 

Mundt 

Allott 

Ellender 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Ervin 

Pastore 

Bellmon 

Fannin 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Gravel 

Randolph 

Boggs 

Gurney 

Russell 

Byrd.  Va. 

Hansen 

Smith 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holland 

Spong 

Cannon 

Hollings 

Stennis 

Church 

Hruska 

Stevens 

Cook 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Talmadge 

Cotton 

Jordan, Idaho 

Tower 

Curtis 

Long 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Dole 

Metcalf 

NAYS— 40 

Bayh 

Hughes 

Pell 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Percy 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Prouty 

Case 

Javits 

Rlblcoff 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Saxbe 

Eagleton 

Magnuson 

Schweiker 

Fulbright 

Mathias 

Scott 

Goodell 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Gore 

McGee 

Tydings 

Griffin 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Muskie 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Hatfield 

Packwood 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Baker 

Mondale 

Sp)arkman 

Cranston 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

Pong 

Moss 

So  Mr.  Allen’s  motion 

to  reconsider 

the  vote  by 

which  Mr.  Byrd’s  amend- 

ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  was 
laid  on  the  table  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
now  recurs  on  the  motion  to  table. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
that  it  is  unnecessars'’  to  have  a  rollcall 
vote  on  this  question.  The  Senate  has 
manifested  its  will.  Therefore,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  make  a  unanimous-consent 
request  to  vacate  the  order  for  a  roll- 
call  vote,  I  will  not  object. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  motion 
to  table  be  vacated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
that  the  order  for  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on 
the  motion  to  table  be  vacated?  The 
Chair  hears  no  objection,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  As  I  understand  the  pro¬ 
cedure,  we  are  now  to  vote  orally  on  the 
motion  to  table.  The  motion  to  table  has 
been  reconsidered;  the  order  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  has  been  vacated.  As  I  imder- 
stand  it,  we  vote  on  the  motion  to  table. 
If  that  motion  is  rejected  on  a  viva  voce 
vote,  then  the  floor  is  open  for  debate  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  Am  I  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
Is  correct. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  have  not  heard  anyone 
call  for  a  vote  on  the  motion  to  table  as 
yet. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  withdraw  my  request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  request 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  has  been  with¬ 
drawn. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  table. 

The  motion  was  not  agreed  to. 

Mr-  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  I'ecognition  on  the  substitute. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  the  nays  on 
the  substitute. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate  very  long. 

May  we  have  order,  Mr.  President? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  having 
scrambled  and  unscrambled  these  eggs  in 
the  course  of  the  last  few  hours,  and 
being  back  about  where  we  started,  I 
respectfully  submit  that  it  is  not  im¬ 
posing  upon  the  Senate  to  put  this  issue 
before  it  very  clearly. 

There  are  50  cities  in  the  countiy,  the 
50  largest  cities — it  is  in  the  Record  as 
of  Monday;  there  is  no  question  about 
this.  We  have  the  certification  of  the 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  city  by  city, 
of  the  number  of  slots  that  are  needed, 
which  the  conference  certifies  can  be 
administered  effectively.  The  number  of 
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jobs  is  more  than  75,000,  which  multi¬ 
plied  by  $411  means  at  least  $30  million. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senate  is  going 
to  settle  for  $10  million,  this  whole  thing 
could  easily  be  washed  out  into  nothing. 
I  do  not  know  what  the  attitude  is  in 
the  other  body;  the  last  time  we  were 
there,  it  was  a  tremendous  struggle,  and 
it  took  a  number  of  weeks  to  work  it  out. 
First  we  had  to  go  up  the  hill  of  a  con¬ 
ference  report,  which  the  Senate  re¬ 
jected.  The  conference  was  absolutely 
deadlocked.  Finally,  as  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  has  said,  we  came  back; 
and  with  his  tremendous  help  and  due  to 
my  own  stubbornness  and  the  assistance 
of  other  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  we  got  $13  million.  That  wafi 
from  $75  million. 

The  Department  of  Labor,  which  is  the 
same  Department  of  Labor,  has  had  to 
close  half  the  Job  Corps  camps  for  budg¬ 
etary  reasons.  In  the  space  of  a  few  days, 
it  escalated  its  own  estimate  to  what 
could  be  used  effectively  from  $7*4  mil¬ 
lion  to  $10  million.  It  should  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  the  committee  put  in  $7'/2 
million,  because  that  is  what  the  Labor 
Department  had  advised  they  could  ef¬ 
fectively  use.  Yet,  within  a  few  days 
thereafter,  the  Department  of  Labor 
came  up  with  a  $10  million  figure.  That 
is  331/3  percent  more.  Give  them  another 
few  days,  Mr.  President,  and  they  will 
come  up  with  $20  or  $30  million. 

The  mayors  are  on  the  firing  line  here, 
and  they  understand  the  situation  they 
face  in  their  cities.  They  have  certified 
this  to  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
and  they  think  they  are  short;  because 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  only  yes¬ 
terday,  in  Pittsburgh,  by  formal  resolu¬ 
tion,  asked  for  $100  million.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  provide  72,000  slots  for  the 
larger  cities,  and  practically  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  has  at  least  one  of 
these  cities  in  his  own  State.  This  num¬ 
ber  of  slots  is  in  addition  to  their  esti¬ 
mate,  based  on  samplings  State  by  State, 
of  more  than  67,000  slots  for  small  cities. 
Inasmuch  as  the  big  city  list  of  50  cities 
omits  any  smaller  cities,  some  small  cit¬ 
ies  must  be  involved  somewhere.  So  it  is 
75,000  slots  plus,  at  the  very  least. 

Mr.  President,  the  history  of  this  con¬ 
ference  is  that  if  you  go  in  with  $10 
million,  you  are  likely  to  come  out  with 
nothing;  and  if  they  bring  it  back  to  the 
Senate  with  nothing  or  with  some  insig¬ 
nificant  sum  and  we  reject  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  people  like  myself  will  be 
told,  “There  is  not  much  involved,  any¬ 
way.  There  are  only  a  few  thousand  jobs. 
Why  do  you  not  take  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  forget  it?  You  are  lost  for  this 
year.” 

Right  now,  we  are  not  lost  for  this 
year.  It  may  be  that  some  Senators  who 
voted  to  reconsider  were  unwilling  to  let 
the  matter  rest  on  the  basis  of  a  tabling 
motion  and  wanted,  rather,  to  vote  on 
the  merits,  up  or  down.  I  hope  so,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  a  measure  of  elementary  im¬ 
portance  to  the  security  of  om-  coimtry. 
Our  country  is  gravely  endangered  from 
within.  As  a  big-city  Senator,  I  can  tell 
my  colleagues — I  think  it  will  be  vouched 
for  by  every  other  big-city  Senator,  and 
that  means  practically  all  of  us — that 
what  happens  in  these  cities  could  veiY 
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well  be  detennined  by  the  extent  to 
which  the  siumner  job  program  Is  ef¬ 
fectively  handled  and  the  numbers  it 
covers. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  I  am 
shooting  for  the  main  target  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  my  colleagues  in  respect  of 
this  particular  vote. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVrrS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  like  to  help  the 
Senator  in  his  very  worthy  objective,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  he  has  the  best  of  inten¬ 
tions,  and  I  know  that  if  we  achieve  the 
objectives,  a  great  deal  of  good  can  be 
done.  However,  I  do  feel  that  $10  million 
is  better  than  $71/2  million,  as  far  as  it 
will  go.  I  have  a  feeling  that  if  we  reject 
the  $10  million,  we  may  wind  up  with 
$714  million,  and  that  means  we  '^l  get 
absolutely  nothing  in  conference.  If  we 
take  the  $10  million,  I  believe  the  con¬ 
ferees  will  allow  at  least  half  of  that, 
which  will  not  go  very  far.  It  can  go 
$5  million  further  than  nothing  at  all. 

For  that  reason,  having  observed  the 
machinations  of  the  Senate  for  quite 
some  time,  I  feel  that  it  would  be  to  our 
best  advantage  to  accept  the  $10  million. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  knows  that  I  not  only  respect  him 
but  also  love  him,  and  I  say  this  to  him 
with  all  seriousness.  Unless  we  fight  for 
this  thing,  nothing  will  come  of  it.  And 
the  only  way  we  can  show  fight — I  have 
been  through  this — is  by  sustaining  a 
strong  figure:  otherwise  the  other  body 
does  not  have  any  respect  for  it  and  it 
is  approved  with  half  a  heart.  Even  at 
that  time  the  chances  are  50-50  that 
before  we  get  any  figure  we  w'ill  have  to 
turn  down  one  conference  report. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  I  think  the  $55 
million  figure,  as  I  have  read  before  the 
Senate  in  detail,  is  supported  by  many 
Senators  having  the  view  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  we  should  get  something 
of  substance  out  of  it 

I  assure  Senators,  based  on  my  ex¬ 
perience,  what  will  happen  when  they 
walk  down  that  hall  to  the  conference. 
I  sat  there  not  one  time  but  20  times, 
because  we  had  this  difficulty,  and  then 
we  had  to  get  the  conference  report  re¬ 
jected.  Only  then,  with  the  marvelous 
support  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  were  we  able  to  get  $13  million 
out  of  the  $75  million  for  which  we  voted. 

On  that  record  I  submit  that  anyone 
feeling  as  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
does  should  support  me  and  not  the 
Senator,  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No  one  can  say  the  Sena¬ 
tor  did  not  put  up  a  worthy  and  com¬ 
mendable  fight  in  this  matter.  However, 
I  have  an  idea  that  when  the  conference 
report  comes  back  I  think  I  can  assure 
the  Senator  from  New  York  if  it  does 
not  contain  a  substantial  amount  for 
this  purpose  I  would  not  favor  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  Senate  has 
heard  enough  on  this  subject.  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Eagleton  in  the  chair).  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  to  the 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nasrs 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  , 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr. 
Montoya),  and  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Montoya),  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  would  each 
vote  yea. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong) 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  would 
vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  annotmced — ^yeas  73, 
nays  18,  as  follows: 

[No.  43  Leg.] 

YEAS— 73 


Aiken 

Fulbrlght 

Murphy 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Muskle 

Anderson 

Gravel 

Packwood 

Bayh 

Grifiln 

Pastore 

Bellmon 

Hansen 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Pell 

Bible 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Boggs 

Holland 

Prouty 

Brooke 

Holllngs 

Proxmlre 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hughes 

Rlblcoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Inouye 

Russell 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Church 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Spong 

Cook. 

Kennedy 

Stennls 

Cotton 

Long 

Stevens 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Dlrksen 

Mathias 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Tower 

Dole 

McGee 

Tydlngs 

Dominick 

McGovern 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ellender 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Ervin 

Miller 

Fannin 

Mundt 

NAYS — 18 

Allen 

Gurney 

Nelson 

Case 

Harris 

Saxbe 

Cooper 

Hart 

Schwelker 

Ealgeton 

Jackson 

Scott  ' 

Goodell 

Javits 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

NOT  VOTING- 

-9 

Baker 

McCarthy 

Moss 

Cranston 

Mondale 

Sparkman 

Fong 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Byrd  of 
West  Virginia  to  the  amendment  of  Mr. 
Javits  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  has  had  its  way. 
Let  us  imderstand  that.  The  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  has  had  its  way. 
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I  shall  look  with  the  greatest  interest 
to  what  they  bring  in  as  a  result  of  the 
conference. 

We  are  not  through  with  this  fight  by 
a  long  sight.  It  is  a  long  and  continuing 
problem  of  the  cities.  This  is  an  example 
of  it. 

I  have  been  here  a  long  time.  I  am  not 
a  bit  bitter  about  it,  but  I  just  am  say¬ 
ing  that  every  word  I  speak  I  mean.  I 
have  been  on  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  it  is  a  very  powerful  commit¬ 
tee.  It  has  had  its  way. 

Now,  let  us  see  what  they  do  with  this 
in  conference. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  as 
amended  be  vacated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  think  we 
should  have  a  vote  on  my  amendment  as 
amended.  There  are  Members  who  voted 
“nay”  on  the  substitute  because,  like 
myself,  they  had  a  sense  of  principle 
about  it. 

Therefore,  if  the  motion  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  has  already  been  vacated — I  do 
not  know  whether  I  spoke  soon  enough — 
I  ask  the  Chair  whether  I  did,  and  if 
I  did  not,  I  will  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
informs  the  Senator  from  New  York  that 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York  as  amended 
were  vacated. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiiT. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second,  and  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Will  the  Chair  please 
restate  the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  as  amended  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Chair  state  the  substance  of  the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  $10 
million  amendment  has  been  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Vote. 

Several  Senators.  Vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  as 
amended,  that  is  what  it  will  be. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
say  that  I  think  the  duties  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  will  be  made  much 
simpler  if  the  vote  is  practically  unani¬ 
mous  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
what  I  hope  it  will  be. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  rolL 
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(At  this  point  Mr.  Byrd  of  Vii’ginia 
took  the  chair  a^s  Presiding  Ofiacer.) 

Mr.  KENNKDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  ofllcial  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long),  the  Senator 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale),  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya),  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Sparkman)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  (Mr.  Montoya),  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen-_ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Pong) 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Pong),  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond) 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  89, 
nays  1,  as  follows: 

[No.  44  Leg.] 

YEAS— 89 


Aiken 

Goodell 

Mundt 

Allott 

Gore 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Gravel 

Muskie 

Bayh 

Griffin 

Nelson 

Bellmon 

Gurney 

Packwood 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Pastore 

Bible 

Harris 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hart 

Pell 

Brooke 

Hartke 

Percy 

Burdick 

Hatfield 

Prouty 

B5’rd,  Va. 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holllngs 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Hruska 

Riblcoff 

Case 

Hughes 

Saxbe 

Church 

Inouye 

Schwelker 

Cook 

Jackson 

Scott 

Cooper 

Javits 

Smith 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Spong 

Curtis 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Dole 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Dominick 

Mathias 

Tower 

Eagleton 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eilender 

McGee 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Fannin 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Goldwater 

Miller 

NAYS— 1 

Allen 

NOT  VOTING— 

10 

Baker 

Mondale 

Sparkman 

Cranston 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

Fong 

Moss 

Long 

Russell 

So  Mr.  Javits’  amendment  as  amended 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  have  no  intention  of  detaining 
the  Senate,  but  before  \^e  move  to  the 
third  reading,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  a  small  technical  change 
made  in  an  amendment  which  was  of¬ 
fered  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mr.  Muskie)  yesterday  and  ac¬ 


cepted  and  which  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  words  in  that  amendment:  "and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted”  be  deleted  and 
that  there  be  substituted  the  following 
words:  “including  the  effect  on  the  limi¬ 
tation  as  set  forth  herein.” 

I  have  discussed  this  with  the  able 
Senator  from  Maine,  and  we  are  both  in 
agreement  that  this  change  in  the 
amendment  should  be  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  11400)  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  there  is  much  in  this  bill  for 
which  I  would  like  to  vote,  and  I  con- 
gi’atulate  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  for  the  manner  in  which  he  has 
handled  the  appropriations  that  are  in 
the  bill.  I  am,  however,  going  to  vote 
“nay”  on  this  bill  because  of  the  fact 
that  it  has  two  sections  which  I  op¬ 
pose. 

One  repealed  the  control  which  had 
been  imposed  on  the  number  of  civilian 
employees  hi  the  Federal  Government, 
which  action,  in  my  opinion,  was  most 
unwise. 

The  second  places  an  imaginary  ceil¬ 
ing  on  the  amoimt  of  expenditures  for 
fiscal  1970,  a  celling  which,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  will  have  no  effect  whatsoever  as  far 
as  contralling  expenditures  is  concerned. 

I  would  not  want  to  be  a  party  to  ap¬ 
proving  something  which  gives  the  im¬ 
pression  that  Congress  has  done  some¬ 
thing  when,  in  reality,  we  have  done 
nothing  but  approve  an  expression  of 
good  intentions. 

The  taxpayers  should  be  on  notice 
that  as  far  as  the  Senate  action  Is  con¬ 
cerned  there  are  to  be  no  effective  con¬ 
trols  on  either  expenditures  or  the  num¬ 
ber  of  employees  that  are  on  the  public 
paiH’oll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  of  the 
many  important  areas  covered  by  this 
supplemental  appropriations  bill,  I  have 
a  particularly  strong  interest  in  that 
section  dealing  with  the  section  235 
“homeownership”  and  section  236  “rental 
housing”  assistance  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
recommended  $50  million  in  contract  au¬ 
thority  for  each  of  these  deserving  pro¬ 
grams.  The  House  allowed  $40  million  in 
each  Instance.  However,  I  want  to  urge 
my  distinguished  colleagues  to  follow 
the  Senate  committee’s  recommenda¬ 


tion,  and  restore  the  $10  million  author¬ 
ized  for  each  program,  thus  bringing 
their  fimding  levels  up  to  the  amoimts 
authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968. 1  feel  that  it  is 
vitally  Important  that  we  do  this. 

The  1968  act  was  the  end  result  of 
almost  2  years  of  concentrated  effort  by 
the  Congress  to  provide  the  means 
whereby  our  Nation’s  low-income  fam¬ 
ilies  could  have  the  opportimity  to  own 
and  rent  safe,  decent,  and  adequate 
housing.  The  1968  act  created  the  235 
and  236  assistance  programs,  and  thus 
this  opportunity. 

It  is  especially  important  that  the  act 
recognized,  for  the  first  time,  the  need 
for  some  kind  of  helping  hand  to  those 
families  who  aspire  to  the  basic  Ameri¬ 
can  tradition  of  homeownership,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  their  limited  financial  means, 
cannot  bring  their  hopes  into  being. 
Until  the  enactment  of  the  homeowner¬ 
ship  assistance  progi’am  in  late  1968, 
this  inherent  desire  of  our  low-income 
families  to  own  their  own  homes  was 
given  little  recognition,  notwithstanding 
the  many  housing  programs  already  on 
the  books.  This  is  why  it  is  so  important, 
in  my  opinion,  that  this  pi'ogram  be 
given  the  chance  to  demonstrate  its  full 
potential. 

The  new  rental  housing  assistance 
program,  likewise,  should  be  fully  tried 
as  an  alternative  to  other  low-income 
multi-family  housing  programs  that 
have  been  relative  ineffective  because  of 
their  lack  of  acceptance  and  other  short¬ 
comings. 

But  I  want  to  emphasize  the  very  im¬ 
portant  focus  of  these  two  new  programs 
as  intended  by  the  Congress.  While  pri¬ 
vate  investment  and  the  productive  ef¬ 
forts  of  free  enterprise  are  looked  to  to 
produce  this  housing,  eligible  families 
are  still  the  beneficiaries  of  a  Govern¬ 
ment  subsidy  on  their  behalf.  The  jus¬ 
tification,  and  purpose,  for  this  subsidy 
is  clearly  stated  by  the  1968  act’s  dec¬ 
laration  of  policy  to  be  to  “assist  families 
with  incomes  so  low  that  they  could  not 
otherwise  decently  house  themselves.” 

In  other  words,  the  programs  are  in¬ 
tended  to  help  deserving  families  acquire 
adequate  housing  in  those  instances 
where  they  cannot  do  so  on  thelb  own. 
There  are  great  numbers  of  these  fami¬ 
lies  in  our  countiT  today,  and  for  the 
most  part,  they  are  found  in  those  neigh¬ 
borhoods  where  substandard  housing 
conditions  prevail.  These  are  the  families 
that  these  two  new  assistance  programs 
should  seek  out.  The  programs  would  be 
misdirected,  and  their  potential  effec¬ 
tiveness  diluted,  if  they  are  allowed  to 
encompass  families  capable  of  pa,ying 
for  their  own  housing  on  the  private 
market  without  outside  assistance.  I 
would  urge  that  this  be  guarded  against 
as  the  present  backlog  of  applications  is 
weighed  against  the  funds  to  be  made 
available.  To  not  do  so  would  also  disil¬ 
lusion  those  true  low-income  families 
who  for  the  first  time  are  encouraged 
to  believe  that  their  housing  needs  have 
been  recognized.  This  we  can  ill  afford. 

Mr.  GURNEY.  Mr.  President,  I  Intend 
to  cast  my  vote  “No”  on  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  bill,  and  shall 
take  a  few  minutes  to  explain  my  posi¬ 
tion. 
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My  “No”  vote  does  not  indicate  dis¬ 
agreement  with  the  programs  being 
fimded  in  this  supplemental  bill. 

It  does  emphatically  indicate  my  dis¬ 
approval  of  the  amount  of  money  in  the 
bill. 

The  United  States  is  now  in  the  throes 
of  one  of  the  greatest  inflationary  peri¬ 
ods  in  history. 

It  is  faced  with  one  of  the  most  seri¬ 
ous  money  crisis  in  the  200  years  we  have 
been  a  Nation. 

All  of  us  here  know  this. 

People  who  are  far  more  knowledge¬ 
able  than  I — economists,  bankers,  busi¬ 
ness  people — some  of  these  are  Uterally 
scared  to  death  as  to  what  may  arise  in 
the  weeks  and  months  ahead,  because  of 
this  money  crisis. 

Ordinary  citizens  who  may  not  be 
aware  of  the  niceties  of  national  and 
international  finance  know  about  infla¬ 
tion.  They  write  me  every  day  about  the 
rising  prices  of  the  basic  necessities  of 
life — food,  shelter,  and  clothing. 

They  want  something  done  about  it. 

That  is  what  the  election  of  1968  was 
all  about — at  least  in  part. 

The  issues  were  three:  Vietnam; 
crime;  and,  jiist  as  large  on  the  domestic 
scene,  money  and  inflation. 

Of  course,  there  is  more  than  one 
factor  in  inflation. 

But,  again,  all  of  us  know  that,  above 
all,  the  principal  cause  of  inflation,  here 
and  all  over  the  world,  has  been  a  free¬ 
wheeling,  big-spending  policy  on  the  part 
of  a  government. 

For  years,  imder  the  previous  admin¬ 
istration,  that  was  the  policy. 

The  new  programs,  the  overall  spend¬ 
ing  schemes  of  the  past  administration, 
were  largely  triggered  and  sparked  by 
the  White  House. 

But  Congress  shared  in  this  overspend¬ 
ing  also.  For  not  a  single  dollar  of  tax¬ 
payer  money  can  be  spent  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  or  the  departments  without  prior 
approval  by  Congress  in  appropriation 
bills. 

It  is  way  past  time  that  we  assiuned 
our  responsibility,  which  I  submit  we 
have  not  been  doing  in  recent  years. 

I  do  not  think  we  are  shouldering  our 
responsibility  in  this  bill. 

The  House  set  a  figure  of  $3,783,212,- 
766. 

In  the  bill  we  have  upped  that  figure 
by  $673,596,878. 

In  the  past  few  days  we  have  further 
upped  this  figure  an  unknown  but  cer¬ 
tainly  very  considerable  sum. 

We  have  also  amended  the  bill  to  prac¬ 
tically  do  away  with  any  ceiling.  What 
we  did  yesterday  was  to  put  in  an  eleva¬ 
tor-supported  ceiling,  going  up  and  down 
as  it  pleases  our  will. 

If  I  have  learned  anything  in  the  7 
years  I  have  been  in  Congress,  it  is  that 
appropriations  rarely  go  down;  they  al¬ 
ways  go  up. 

My  people  in  Florida  voted,  in  the  1968 
election  for  the  Presidency  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  for  responsible  spending,  for  han¬ 
dling  their  tax  money  as  they  would  their 
own. 

I  cannot  vote  for  this  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  and  carry  out  my  re- 
sfKjnsibilities  to  my  constituents. 

My  vote  will,  therefore,  be  “No” — 
again  not  because  I  disagree  with  the 
programs  funded  herein  but  because  I 


think  we  are  spending  too  much  money, 
which  will  further  contribute  to  the  fires 
of  inflation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roU. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  annoimce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Cahfornla  (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long)  ,  the  Senator 
Arkansas  (Mr.  McClellan)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya), 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Sparkman)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  California, 
(Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  (Mr.  Long),  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  McClellan)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Mon¬ 
toya)  ,  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Moss),  the  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Russell)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Sparkman)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong) 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  87, 
nays  2,  as  follows: 

[No.  45  Leg.] 

YEAS — 87 


Aiken 

Fulbrlght 

Miller 

Allen 

Goldwater 

Mundt 

Allott 

Goodell 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Gore 

Muskie 

Bayh 

Gravel 

Nelson 

BeUmon 

Griffin 

Packwood 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Pastore 

Bible 

Harris 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hart 

Pell 

Brooke 

Hartke 

Percy 

Burdick 

Hatfield 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Proxmlre 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Hruska 

Rlbicoff 

Case 

Hughes 

Saxbe 

Church 

Inouye 

Schweiker 

Cook 

Jackson 

Scott 

Cooper 

Javits 

Smith 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Spong 

Curtis 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Dlrksen 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Dole 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Dominick 

Mathias 

Tower 

Eagleton 

McCarthy 

Tydlngs 

Eastland 

McGee 

WlUlams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Ekvin 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Metcalf 

NAYS— 2 

Young,  Ohio 

Gurney 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING— 

•11 

Baker 

McClellan 

Russell 

Cranston 

Mondale 

Sparkman 

Fong 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

Long 

Moss 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  was  passed. 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 


June  19,  1969 

Ident,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
Ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  be  authorized  in 
the  engrossment  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  to  make  technical  and  clerical  cor- 
TGct/ions 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  Senate  insist  on 
its  amendments  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives  there¬ 
on,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd  of 
West  Virginia,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Pastore, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Mundt, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mrs. 
Smith  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  thank  all  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  their  patience,  understanding, 
cooperation,  and  courtesy  throughout  the 
debate  on  the  second  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  1969. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
note  for  the  record  that  the  report  on 
the  measure  just  adopted  contains  111 
pages.  In  addition,  the  hearings  are 
nearly  1,400  pages  long.  I  would  venture 
to  say  that  this  entire  record — as  vol¬ 
uminous  as  it  is — was  within  the  quick 
grasp  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Mr.  Byrd)  as  he  steered  this  high¬ 
ly  important  funding  bill  to  overwhelm¬ 
ing  Senate  approval. 

I  make  this  point  only  to  suggest  that 
Senator  Byrd  is  unexcelled  in  his  prep¬ 
aration  and  in  his  presentation  of  any 
measure.  His  handling  of  this  proposal 
was  no  exception.  I  should  point  out 
also  that  this  is  only  the  first  year  Sena¬ 
tor  Byrd  has  served  as  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Defi¬ 
ciencies  and  Supplementals.  It  hardly 
needs  saying  that  he  performed  the  task 
and  managed  the  bill  with  the  same 
careful  diligence  and  outstanding  leg¬ 
islative  skill  he  has  applied  to  all  of  his 
numerous  accomplishments.  I  know  he 
would  protest  that  it  was  only  his  duty. 
But  may  I  say  that  no  Member  of  this 
body  could  have  better  exercised  that 
responsibility. 

In  my  opinion.  Bob  Byrd  is  a  Sena¬ 
tor’s  Senator.  His  abiding  devotion,  his 
great  skill  and  competence  have  been  an 
inspiration  to  many  of  us.  As  a  leader  in 
this  body  he  has  set  an  example  for  all. 
So  with  the  passage  of  the  highly  com¬ 
plex  and  extensive  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  measure.  Senator  Byrd  has 
added  another  magnificent  achievement 
to  his  already  overflowing  record  of  pub¬ 
lic  service.  The  Nation  is  again  in  his 
debt. 

Also  to  be  commended  is  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  who  contributed  so  much  to 
the  success  of  this  measure.  Others,  too, 
played  a  vital  role.  Senator  Yarborough, 
Senator  Pell,  and  Senator  Prouty  are 
especially  to  be  thanked  for  their  suc¬ 
cessful  efforts  in  behalf  of  our  education 
programs.  Senator  Javits  and  Senator 
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Magnuson  are  similarly  to  be  thanked 
for  their  contributions  to  the  debate  and 
for  urging  their  own  strong  and  sincere 
views.  In  this  respect  I  should  also  men 
tion  the  efforts  of  the  Senator  from  Del 
aware  (Mr.  Williams).  His  contribu¬ 
tion.  as  always,  was  most  enlightening 
and  most  constructive. 

Finally,  the  Senate  as  a  whole  is  to  be 
thanked  for  the  splendid  cooperation  of 
the  membership  in  obtaining  expeditious 
and  efficient  action  today  on  this  all 
important  measure. 

RADIO  BROADCASTING  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  WITH  MEXICO 

The  PRESIDING  O^CER.  Pursuant 
to  the  previous  order,  tl^  Senate  will  go 
into  executive  session  toNfOte  on  Execu¬ 
tive  B,  91st  Congress,  fir^  session,  the 
Radio  Broadcasting  Agre^ents  with 
Mexico. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  yeas  ^d  nays 
on  the  agreements. 

Tlie  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered.'^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
question  is,  will  the  Senate  advise 
consent  to  the  resolution  of  ratification?’ 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Cranston),  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan)  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Mondale)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  (Mr.  Montoya)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Russell),  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present  and 
voting.'the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston),  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Long)  ,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  McClellan)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Montoya)  ,  the/ 
Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell^ 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  (J 
Sparkman)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  announce  that  th^ Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Bake^  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  jfJlr.  Fong) 
<ind  the  Senator  from  So\»rti  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  are  necassarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  B&er)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  (1^.  Fong)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  S(^h  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond)  woulc^ach  vote  “yea.” 

The  yeas  and /lays  resulted — yeas  89, 
nays  0,  as  folio; 

'  [No.  46  Ex.] 

YEAS — 89 


Aiken  . 

f  Byrd,  Va. 

Dole 

Allen  / 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Dominick 

Aiiott  y 

Cannon 

Eagleton 

AudeisoQ. 

Case 

Eastland 

Bayh  / 

Church 

Ellender 

Bellorfon 

Cook 

Ervin 

Bennett 

Cooper 

Pannln 

^le 

Cotton 

Pulbrlght 

J^gs 

Curtis 

Goldwater 

^roedee 

Dirksen 

Goodell 

Burdick 

Dodd 

Gore 

Gravel 

Mansfield 

Randolph 

Grifiln 

Mathias 

Riblcoff 

Gurney 

McCarthy 

Saxbe 

Hansen 

McGee 

Schwelker 

Harris 

McGovern 

Scott 

Hart 

McIntyre 

Smith 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Spong 

Hatfield 

Miller 

Stennls 

Holland 

Mundt 

Stevens 

Hollings 

Murphy 

Symington 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Talmadge 

Hughes 

Nelson 

Tower 

Inouye 

Packwood 

Ty  dings 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Williams,  N.J. 

Javits 

Peamon 

Williams,  Del. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Yarborough 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Percy 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Prouty 

Young,  Ohio 

Magnuson 

Proxmire 

NAYS— 0 

NOT  VOTING— 

-11 

Baker 

McClellan 

Russell 

Cranston 

Mondale 

Sparkman 

Fong 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

Long 

Moss 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  and  voting 
having  voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  res¬ 
olution  of  ratification  is  agreed  to. 

LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Wit 
out  objection,  the  Senate  will  resj«ne 
'the  consideration  of  legislative  business. 


\  NATIONAL  COMMITMI 

Mr.\MANSFIELD.  Mr.  ^-esident,  I 
ask  un^imous  consent  ^at  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proce'sjd  to  the  consi^ration  of  Cal¬ 
endar  No. '118,  Senate^esolution  85. 

The  PRESIDING  ^FICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be,  read^y  title. 

The  Assista]^  ^gislative  Clerk.  A 
resolution  (S.  Rd^^  85)  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senatli  relative  to  commit¬ 
ments  to  for^n  powers. 

The  PRESIDING  C^ICER.  Is  there 
objection  ^  the  preset  consideration 
of  the  re^lution? 

Thei^  being  no  objectilsn,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  pEidceeded  to  consider  thW  resolution. 

MANSFIELD.  Mr.  PjWdent,  if 
the' distinguished  chairman  of  ^e  oom- 
ijnttee  will  allow  me,  I  should  Hike  to 
"lake  a  preliminary  statement  whiuh  I 
hope  will  set  the  tone  of  the  debate 
which  is  about  to  ensue  and  which  wl 
continue  for  the  remainder  of  this  weel 
and  into  next  week  as  well. 

The  Senate  is  about  to  begin  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  national  commitments 
resolution.  In  the  discussion  of  this 
measure,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  Senators 
will  forget  the  center  aisle.  The  question 
is  not  partisan;  it  is  not  even  bipartisan. 
It  is  one  of  aU-Senate  concern  which 
goes  to  the  nature  of  the  constitutional 
responsibilities  of  this  body. 

I  hope,  too,  that  this  resolution  will 
not  be  the  occasion  for  the  conduct  of 
postmortems  on  past  policies.  What  we 
plight  have  done  differently  a  few 
months  ago,  a  year  ago,  a  decade  ago.  Is 
not  at  issue.  This  resolution  Is  pointed 
not  to  yesterday  but  to  the  pattern  of 
foreign  relations  which  has  emerged  to¬ 
day  and  to  the  issues  which  will  be  upon 
us  tomorrow. 

In  suggesting  that  recriminations  over 
the  past  be  eschewed,  the  leadership  Is 
not  presuming  to  arrange  in  advance  the 
form  of  discussion  for  the  National  Com¬ 
mitments  resolution.  Senators,  of  course. 


may  choose  to  say  whatever  they  wisjs 
and  whenever  they  wish  to  say  it  on  ^s 
subject  as  on  any  other.  I  would  ^nt 
out,  however,  that  there  has  be^  an 
unusual  availability  of  floor  tinfe  this 
year.  In  scheduling  future  ses^ns,  the 
leadership  would  be  delighte^to  try  to 
accommodate  Members  who  inay  wish  to 
go  into  other  matters  at  le^th,  whether 
the  question  is  Vietnam,  Western  Europe, 
Latin  America,  or  som^ther. 

Insofar  as  this  resection  is  concerned, 
however,  it  is  to  be /hoped  that  the  dis¬ 
cussion  will  focus/on  national  commit¬ 
ments.  What  is  involved  is  not  what  this 
administration /or  its  predecessors  may 
have  done  in  ine  past.  What  is  involved 
is  a  view  oy  the  responsibilities  of  the 
Senate  in  foreign  affairs,  now  and  in  the 
future.  Vmat  is  involved  is  how  obscure 
nation^ commitments  can  Jead'from  one 
step  y6  another  and  eventually  to  tens 
of  Mlions  of  dollars  of  cost  and  the 
tr^ic  loss  of  lives  in  armed  conflict.  How 
cjm  the  Senate,  working  not  against  but 
with  the  President,  see  to  it  that  these 
myriad  commitments  stem  from  a  con¬ 
temporary  concept  of  national  interest 
and  international  realities?  How  can 
v/e — together  with  the  President — see  to 
it  that  these  commitments  are  useful 
tools  for  the  peace  of  the  Nation  today 
rather  than  cumulative  anachronisms 
which  are  rooted  in  the  inertia  of  admin¬ 
istrative  practices?  What  can  the  Sen¬ 
ate  do,  in  short,  as  an  elected  and  con¬ 
stitutionally  responsible  body,  to  work 
with  an  elected  President — to  assert  the 
effective  control  of  the  people  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  over  the  foreign  policies  of  this 
Nation?  That  is  the  essential  subject  of 
this  resolution.  It  is  a  subject  eminently 
worthy  of  the  Senate’s  consideration.  It 
is  a  subject  which  should  engage  the 
principal  attention  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  fully 
concur  in  the  sentiment  expressed  by 
the  distinguished  majority  leader.  On 
those  occasions  when  I  have  had  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  discuss  Senate  Resolution  85,  I 
have  constantly  and  emphatically  coun¬ 
seled  that  it  not  be  approached  in  a  par¬ 
tisan  or  bipartisan  manner  and  that  the 
center  aisle,  as  the  majority  leader  has  so 
w'ell  expressed  it,  not  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  when  the  resolution  is  con- 
vsidered. 

iThis  matter  does  involve  the  welfare 
the  country:  and  when  I  say  that,  we 
are'«ot  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  by 
neitlw  a  sense  of  the  Senate  resolution 
nor  a  ^tute  can  the  constitutional  pow¬ 
ers  of  the  President  be  impaired.  Not- 
withstanoHig  aU  that,  it  will  be  veiY  use¬ 
ful  to  consi^r  the  resolution. 

Now,  there  j^ve  been  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  at  least  three 
resolutions  in  thk  90th  Congress  and  in 
the  present  Congr^s.  I  think  one  was 
Senate  Resolution  ^5,  one  was  Senate 
Resolution  187,  and^is  one  is  Senate 
Resolution  85.  Those  reS^olutions  differed 
somewhat,  and  I  was  i^t  too  happy 
about  the  text  of  the  pre^t  resolution. 
That  is  why  we  had  a  par^i.  conference 
this  morning,  only  for  the  ^rpose  of 
having  an  informative  disciissi^  among 
the  Members  in  the  hope  that  wbi.  could 
agree  on  some  kind  of  languag^that. 
would  have  appeal  for  everybody. 
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J  felt  free,  therefore,  to  discuss  this 
matter  with  the  majority  leader  this 
no^  and  also  with  others.  I  trust  that 
there'^ill  be  extended  debate  on  the  sub¬ 
ject — iHA  too  extended,  but  long  enough 
for  this\toiy  to  get  to  the  attention  of 
the  coimtiv. 

So  I  concur  with  the  majority  leader 
that  this  matter  should  be  approached  at 
a  high  level,  since  the  country  is  involved. 


THE  ABI 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr\President,  in  this 
morning’s  WashingtonNPost  is  an  article 
bearing  the  headline  “^11  Unit  Backs 
Further  Tests  of  ABM  ^Brain.’  ”  The 
story  states,  in  effect,  that  ^majority  of 
the  Research  and  Development  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Armed  Services  Osmmittee 
had  recommended  that  the  ABI^be  ap¬ 
proved  only  in  a  veiy  limited 

In  order  to  keep  the  record  straii 
and  that  is  the  only  reason  why  I 
up  this  matter — the  subcommittee,  und' 
the  chairmanship  of  the  Senator  from'- 
New  Hampshire  (Mr.  McIntyre)  ,  ren¬ 
dered  a  very  fine  service;  but  they  did  not 
make  any  report  or  recommendation  at 
all  so  far  as  the  ABM  or  any  phase  of  it 
is  concerned.  I  will  read  a  few  sentences 
from  the  tmclassified  portion  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  report.  First : 

The  subcommittee  itself  did  not  deal  di¬ 
rectly  with  the  Safeguard  ABM  system. 

The  next  paragraph  begins — 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
proposed  an  alternative  to  the  Safeguard 
ABM  proposal. 

The  next  paragraph : 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  con¬ 
tends — 

And  so  forth. 

Further  the  report  reads — 

The  chairman  maintains  that  this  alter¬ 
native  would  save  hundreds  of  million  of 
dollars  . . .  [and]  The  chairman  contends  that 
his  proposal  would  save  billions  of  dollars  in 
misspent  funds.  .  .  . 

These  are  references  to  the  position 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 
They  utilize  his  position.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  in  no 
way  responsible  for  the  stoiy  that  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  newspaper. 

Three  members  of  the  subcommittee^ 
joined  in  the  following  statement 
the  report: 

The  undersigned  recommend  that  yfhen 
you  bring  the  matter  of  the  Safeguard ABM 
before  the  committee  in  mark-up,  Umt  the 
alternative  suggested  by  the  Subcommittee 
Chairman  be  considered  among  me  sugges¬ 
tions  which  may  come  before  tlyg  committee 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  y^d  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from^ew  Hampshire. 

Mr.  McINTYRE.  Mr/President,  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  distingu^ed  chairman  that 
the  action  last  Moi^fay  in  the  meeting  of 
the  ad  hoc  subcmimnittee,  of  which  the 
chairman  was  ejod  enough  to  name  me 
chaii-man,  wa^to  the  effect  that  three 
members  of^hat  subcommittee  agree 
that  at  t)ye  appropriate  time  on  the 
agenda  o:^ur  full  committee  discussion 
on  the  njllitary  budget,  that  the  full  com- 
mittee^ould  give  ample  opportunity  for 
the  presentation  of  alternatives  to  the 
Safjfeuard  system. 


It  is  unfortimate  that  this  article  ap¬ 
peared.  I  do  not  know  how  these  stories 
which  are  so  inoottrectly  stated  get  In  the 
newspapers. 

Having  served  on  this  committee  for 
5  years,  I  understand  the  subcommittee 
is  an  ann  of  the  full  committee,  and  I 
understand  why  we  must  maintain  se¬ 
curity  within  our  committee.  What  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  has  said  is 
accurate,  and  I  endorse  what  he  has 
said. 

I  thank  the  chaii-man  for  yielding. 
Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
undestand.  We  are  marking  up  the  bill, 
and  we  will  get  to  this  matter  in  time. 
This  is  a  very  large  bill. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  to  me  so 
that  I  may  make  a  comment  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  matter? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  am  so 
pleased  that  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
\  mittee  have  raised  this  matter. 

N.  I  notice  that  there  is  a  story  on  the 
tSPI  wire  so  I  sincerely  hope,  as  a  mem- 
b^  of  that  subcommittee,  that  we  can 
do  ^  that  is  possible  to  clarify  this  sit-^ 
nation.  It  is  unfortunate  that  this  iter 
came  mit. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 


for  early  hearings 


S.  2457— INTRODUCTION  THE 

KIDNEY  DISEASE  TREATMENT 
AND  PREVEN^ON  ACT JDF  1969 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Presuient,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  re^ence,  a  bill  to 
provide  a  comprehenswe  approach  to 
kidney  and  kidney-rejrated  diseases.  My 
bill,  which  has  the  y^da!;^ment“  of  the 
National  Kidney  Foundation,  proposes  to 
establish  coopeimive  and\community 
centers  for  the ^eatment  of  p^ple  with 
kidney  diseas^,  training  of  i^sonnel, 
and  the  estajmshment  of  the  nationwide 
prevention /program. 

Mr.  Pr^ident,  each  year,  about  SNnil- 
lion  Antmcans  are  afflicted  with  kidney 
diseas^.  Diseases  of  the  kidneys,  ara 
disea^s  affecting  these  organs,  rank'' 
amenig  the  major  ailments  which  under¬ 
line  or  destroy  good  health.  As  the  fifth 
fading  cause  of  death  in  this  country, 
’the  insidious  nature  of  kidney  diseases 
is  reflected  in  the  fact  that  many  people 
who  harbor  infectious  organisms  in  their 
urinary  tract  will  have  no  warning  of 
their  disease  until  kidney  damage  is  be¬ 
yond  repair.  Of  the  nearly  8  million  new 
victims  each  year,  about  2,800,000  suffer 
hypei-tensive  renal  cardiovascular  dis¬ 
eases  causing  35  percent  of  deaths  fi-om 
kidney  disease;  about  2  million  suffer 
infectious  diseases  causing  18  percent  of 
deaths;  and,  about  3  million  suffer  other 
diseases  such  as  hypersensitivity,  calculi, 
urinary  abnormalities,  and  others  caus¬ 
ing  26  percent  of  the  deaths. 

In  terms  of  indirect  costs  of  mortal¬ 
ity — lost  future  income — kidney  disease 
is  the  highest  ranking  killer,  costing  the 
counti-y  $1,500  million  annually.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  more  than  $1  billion  has  to  be 
spent  annually  for  hospital  and  nursing 
home  care,  professional  services  and 
drugs.  Surprisingly,  this  exceeds  the  an¬ 
nual  medical  services  costs  for  maternity 
care,  or  all  forms  of  cancer. 


It  is  heartbreaking  to  note  that  an 
estimated  8,000  Americans  will  die  in 
1969  who  might  otherwise  have  ’been 
saved  if  we  had  addressed  ourselves 
an  earlier  date  to  the  problems  of 
disease.  The  8,000  Americans  tl 
speak  of  are  those  patients  who 
have  determined  are  ideal  candid 
treatment  with  the  artificial  kid 
chine  or  transplantation. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  ^dress  our¬ 
selves  to  this  problem  noy:  I  hope  that 
the  distin^shed  chairmm  of  the  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  /committee,  Mr. 
Yarborough,  will  call^ 
on  this  bill. 

I  ask  unanimoiy'  consent  that  there 
be  included  in  II^Record  at  this  point 
an  article  that /appeared  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  j^t  last  Sunday  entitled, 
“Artificial  Kenney  Puzzle;  Who  Lives? 
Who  Dies^  I  further  request  that  the 
text  of  bill  be  printed  preceding  the 
newspaper  article. 

Th^RESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  Jre  received  and  appropriately  re- 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
the  article  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  bill  (S.  2457) ,  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  assistance 
to  certain  non-Federal  institutions,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  organizations  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  and  operation  of  cooperative  com¬ 
munity  programs  for  patients  with 
kidney  disease  and  for  the  conduct  of 
training  related  to  such  programs,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Hartke,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

S.  2457 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  he  cited  as  the  "Kidney  Disease 
Treatment  and  Prevention  Act  of  1969.” 

Sec.  2.  Part  B  of  title  III  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec¬ 
tions: 

“establishment  and  operation  of  coopera¬ 
tive  AND  community  PROGRAMS  FOR  THE 
PREVENTION  AND  TREATMENT  OF  KIDNEY 
.  DISEASE 

3ec.  319.  (a)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this 
section  to  provide  financial  support  through 
grantkto  public  and  other  nonprofit  schools 
of  mecAcine,  hospitals,  agencies,  and  institu¬ 
tions  toT^sist  in  the  establishment  and  op¬ 
eration  of'mooperative  and  community  pre¬ 
vention  antt  treatment  programs  for  pa¬ 
tients  with  Kidney  diseases  and  for  training 
related  to  suc\  programs. 

“(b)  There  aJe  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the\ums  of  $12,000,000  in  the 
fiscal  year  ending  smne  30,  1970;  and  $20,- 
000,000  for  each  suc^eding  fiscal  year  until 
and  Including  the  fis^al  year  ending  June 
30,  1974  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  sectn^n  and  section  321 
of  this  Act. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall.’^fter  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  National  Advis^y  Committee 
on  Kidney  Disease  Programs'^ established 
pursuant  to  section  321  of  thls\itle) ,  pre¬ 
scribe  general  regulations  and  \niidellnes 
concerning  (1)  eligibility  of  publicSjr  non¬ 
profit  agencies,  institutions,  or  ormniza- 
tons  for  grants  under  this  section,  (2)  ^ter¬ 
mination  of  costs  with  respect  to  whichs'^h 
grants  may  be  made,  (3)  the  terms  and  col^- 
dltions  under  which  such  grants  will 
made,  and  (4)  the  assurance  that  all  grants' 
are  coordinated  with  any  existing  regional 
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HIGHLIt^H’TS':  Sen^  fe  passed  measure  to  increase  food  stamp  authoxH^zation ,  House 

passed  continuing  appropriation  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  O^eat  Plains 
conservation  Mil.  Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  establish  yoir^h  conservation 
program  in  U^A  and  Interior.  House  subcommittee  approved  Calif.  wiMerness  bills. 
Sen.  Scottyet  al  introduced  and  Sen.  Scott  discussed  bill  to  extend  foM  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  to  e^erly.  Sen.  Muskie  introduced  and  discussed  intergovernmenta\cooperation 
bill.  Rep.  Nichols  introduced  and  discussed  meat  import  control  bill. 


1. 


'PROPKTA'j’IONS*  Passed  irithout  amendment  H.  J.  P.es.  190,  makin?^  continuing 
^propriations  for  fiscal  year  1970  (pp.  H5080-89)*  Hie  bill  was  ref 
easier  by  the  Appropriation  Committee  (H.  Kept.  ?l-32U)(p.  H5203)* 

Mah^  quoted  from  the  report:  ’’The  time  period  covered  by  the  accompan  ng 
resolution  is  limited  tc  the  four-month  oeriod,  July  1— October  31# 

(p.  H5W). 

Passe^  368-7,  with  amendments  H.  R*  12307#  the  indepaident  [ces  and 

HITD  approp^ation  bill,  1970  (pp.  H3110-55)»  This  bill  includ  iinds 

for  Appalacnian  regional  development  and  disaster  relief  progr  The 

committee  rep^^t  states: 

’’Payment  toNcivil  service  retirement  and  disability  A-The  bill 
contains  the  Buidget  request  of  373#000,000  for  p^m€  3  the  civil 
service  retire^nt  and  disability  fund*  This  anouni  lecessary  to 
cover  the  cost  (^certain  increased  benefits  for  rel  employees  and 
is  required  by  1; 

’’The  Committee  agaik  calls  attention  to  the 
the  civil  service  reMrement  and  disability 
The  deficiency  is  esti^Hated  at  $57#67h,399#0 
the  fund  will  be  paying  \ut  more  than  it  i  s  ^ 


sound  financing  is  provided  soon. 


by  the  Post  Office  and  Civi4  Ser\'’ice  Commttee  relative  to  the  matter, 
Eind  the  Committee  urges  thavvaction  he  ^ken  to  provide  for  the 
necessaiy  sound  financing  at  ^e  earl^ist  opportunity*” 


s  been  reported  to  the  House 


H.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H*  R*  lll^OO,  the  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1969*  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed*  p*  HS'l^^ 


2*  MANPOl/ER*  Received  from  the  Post  ^fice  ’^id  Civil  Service  Committee  a  report, 
’’Improved  Manpower  Management  i^the  Federal  Government— Examples  for  the 
Period  July— December  1969”  (H/  Rept*  91-32^*  p*  H3203 


3* 


TAXATION*  The  Rules  Commit-^  reported  a  rescl^ion  for  the  consideration  of 
K*  R*  12290,  to  continue  tne  income  tax  surchar^  and  the  excise  taxes  on 
automobiles  and  communic^ion  services  for  tempora^  periods,  to  terminate 
the  investment  credit, /lo  provide  a  low -income  alliance  for  individuals* 
p.  H5203 


!;•  INTEREST  RATES*  P^sed  without  amendment  S*  J*  Res.  123\  to  extend  the  time 
for  making  of  a  mnal  report  by  the  Commission  To  Study  J^rbgage  Interest 
Rates.  This  b^^  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President*  p*  H^89 

Rep*  Patma^inserted  a  letter  and  a  resolution  from  the  ^eveland  AFL-CIO 
’’deploring  ^He  increase  in  the  interest  rate*”  pp*  H5197-8 

U05-3, 

5*  RESEARCH*  /PassecyWithout  amendment  H*  R*  12167,  the  Atomic  Energ\  Commission 
authori^tion  bill.  The  bill  includes  funds  for  the  food  irradia^on  program* 
pp.  H5089-IIO 


6.  ’./ILQKRNESS *  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committ^ 
proved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R*  830,  amended,  to  designate  the 
Jesolation  Vlldemess,  ’^dorado  National  Forest,  Calif*,  and  H*  R*  3687, 
amended,  to  designate  the  Ventana  Wilderness,  Los  Padres  National  Forest, 


Calif*  p*  D3U6 


June  1969 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


H5155 


McCulloch 

Pike 

Stafford 

^cDade 

Pirnie 

Staggers 

McDonald, 

Poage 

Stanton 

Awich. 

Podell 

Steed 

Mcfiwen. 
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R^d,  N.Y. 

Taylor 

Matsunaga 
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May 

Reusk 

Teague,  Tex. 

Mayne 

Rhodek 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Meeds 

Riegle  N 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Mesklll 

Rivers  \ 

Tiernan 

Michel 

Roberts  \ 

Tunney 

Mikva 

Robison  \ 

Udall 

Miller,  Calif. 

Rodino  \ 

.  Ullman 

Miller.  Ohio 

Rogers,  Colo. 

N^tt 

Minish 

Rogers,  Fla. 

\ander  Jagt 

Mink 

Ronan 

vVik 

Minshall 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Vi^-lto 

Mize 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Wag»nner 

Mizell 

Rosenthal 

Wald\ 

Mollohan 

Rostenkowski 

W  ampl^ 

Monagan 

Roth 

Watkins\ 

Montgomery 

Roudebush 

Watson  \ 

Moorhead 

Ruppe 

Watts  \ 

Morgan 

Ruth 

Weicker  \ 

Morse 

Ryan 

Whalen  \ 

Moss 

St  Germain 

Whalley 

Murphy,  Ill. 

St.  Onge 

White 

Myers 

Sandman 

Whitehurst 

Natcher 

Satterfield 

Whitten 

Nelsen 

Schadeberg 

Widnall 

Nichols 

Scherle 

Wiggins 

Nix 

Scheuer 

Williams 

Obey 

Schneebeli 

Wilson,  Bob 

O’Konskl 

Schwengel 

Wilson, 

Olsen 

Scott 

Charles  H. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Sebelius 

Wold 

O'NeilLMass. 

Shipley 

Wright 

Ottinger 

Shriver 

Wyatt 

Passman 

Sikes 

Wydler 

Patman 

Sisk 

Wylie 

Patten 

Skubitz 

Wyman 

Pelly 

Slack 

Yates 

Pepper 

Smith,  Calif. 

Yatron 

Perkins 

Smith,  Iowa 

Zablocki 

Pettis 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Zion 

Philbln 

Snyder 

Zwach 

Pickle 

Springer 

NAYS — 6 

Brinkley 

Gross 

Rarick 

Griffin 

Hagan 

Saylor 

NOT  VOTING— 

-37 

Blackburn 

Green,  Oreg. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hastings 

Nedzi 

Burton,  Utah 

Hathaway 

O’Hara 

Cahill 

Hawkins 

Powell 

Carey 

Hays 

Pryor,  Ark. 

Chisholm 

Hebert 

Purcell  y 

Esch 

Kirwan 

Railsback  / 

Fallon 

Lennon 

Roybal  / 

Flynt 

Macdonald, 

’Thompson  JN.J. 

Ford, 

Mass. 

Van  DeerUn 

William  D. 

MUls 

Winn  / 

Gallagher 

Morton 

Wolff  / 

Garmatz 

Mosher 

You-ajf 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 


Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed,  and  to  include  tables,  charts  and 
other  printed  facts. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  11400,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Mahon, 
Whitten,  Rooney  of  New  York,  Evins 
of  Tennessee,  Natcher,  Flood,  Bow, 
Jonas,  Cederberg,  and  Davis  of  Wis¬ 
consin. 


LEGISLATIVE 

BALANCI 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Mortc 
Mr.  Klrwan  with  Mr.  Cal>Ol. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Esrfi 
Mr.  Mills  with  Mr.  Bu/ton  of  Utah. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Calif q^ia  with  Mr.  Mosher. 
Mr.  Macdonald  wi^  Mr.  Railsback. 

Mr.  Pryor  of  Arkansas  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 
Mr.  O’Hara  wiUiMr.  Hastings. 

Mr.  Hays  withAlr.  Winn. 

Mr.  Garmabr  with  Mr.  Lennon. 

Mr.  Pallo^^ith  Mr.  Rarick. 

Mr.  Pow^  with  Mr.  Roybal. 

Mr.  with  Mrs.  Chisholm. 

Mr.  Fjynt  with  Mr.  Prrrcell. 

Mry/Gallagher  with  Mr.  Murphy  of  New 
Yorl; 

3.  Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Young, 
r.  Hawkins  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  Hathaway  with  Mr.  Van  Deerlln. 


(Mr.  GEI^LD  R 
was  given /permission 
House  fo^d  minute.) 

Mr.  G^ALD  R.  FORD.^Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have^sked  for  this  time  fortoe  purpose 
of  amng  the  distinguishedS. majority 
lea^r  the  program  for  the  remamder  of 
t^  week,  and  any  other  infomation 
(Jonceming  the  tax  bill  or  other  matters 
'at  this  time. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  fl^e 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  inquiry  of  the  distinguished 
gentleman,  H.R.  12290,  the  surcharge  ex¬ 
tension  bill  will  be  put  over  imtil  a  later 
date.  We  will  go  on  with  the  program  as 
previously  announced  with  that  one  ex¬ 
ception. 

Tomorrow  we  will  consider  H.R.  7906, 
the  Interstate  Taxation  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  advise  the  House 
that  it  may  be  necessary  to  meet  later 
in  the  week  due  to  conference  reports  or 
other  resolutions  which  we  might  have 
to  consider. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  we  will  meet  Thursday? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  We  will  meet  on  Thurs¬ 
day. 

Mr.  GEIRALD  R.  FORD.  But  because 
of  the  fimeral  services  for  our  former 
colleagrue  there  will  be  no  legislative  bus¬ 


)GRAM  FOR  THE 
.THE  WEEK 


RD  asked  and 
o  address  the 


iness  on  ’Thusrday,  but  possibly  we 
meet  on  Friday? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  Is/^or- 
rect. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  k^w  that 
the  distinguished  majority  lea^r  was  as 
disappointed  as  I  was  for  me  reasons 
that  we  could  not  consid^ the  Surtax 
Extension  and  Investment/Credit  Repeal 
Act. 

Could  the  distinguis^d  majority  lead¬ 
er  give  us  any  guii^ce  as  to  that?  I 
have  been  asked  m^y  times  in  the  past 
three-quarters  ofy&n  hour  when  the  bill 
will  come  up. 

Mr.  ALBEI^.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yi/ld? 

Mr.  GER^HjD  R.  ford.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlemar 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  response 
to  the  inquiry  of  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman.  We  want  to  discuss  this  matter 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Coftimittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the 
ntleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Mills) 
efore  we  make  any  definitive  statement 
of  the  date  when  the  matter  might  be 
called  up. 

We  can  say  for  the  benefit  of  Members 
of  the  House  that  it  will  not  be  called  up 
next  week. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  know  from 
conversation  with  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  that  the  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Mills) 
did  ask  that  it  be  put  over  for  good  and 
valid  reasons  so  far  as  he  is  concerned. 
But  I  know  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  shares  my  feeling  that  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  pass  the  tax  bill,  and  I  know 
he  will  program  it  and  schedule  it  as 
quickly  as  possible  because  we  as  a  na¬ 
tion  cannot  afford  to  have  the  potential 
ill  effects  in  the  economy  if  this  matter 
does  not  come  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  does  not  get  the  approval  of  the 
House. 

There  are  many,  many  elements  both 
at  home  and  abroad  that  are  concerned 
about  any  lack  of  action  on  the  part  of 
the  Congress  in  considering  this  bill. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  would  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  that  there  is  no 
reason  for  any  fear  that  this  matter  will 
not  be  brought  up  or  that  this  is  a  post- 
onement  which  indicates  that  there  is 
position  to  the  bill  from  the  standpoint 
ol^he  leadership.  We  intend  to  pro- 
gra^this  matter  when  the  distinguished 
chairaaan  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Rw^ns  is  ready  to  bring  it  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  PUtoNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yifld? 

Mr.  GERADjp  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  PUCINSI^L  Will  somebody  offer 
some  explanation  ^suggestion  as  to  why 
this  bill  is  not  coming  up  tomorrow? 

I  understand  a  rulNhas  been  granted 
and  this  legislation  eJoiires  June  30. 
Those  who  are  seriously^  doubt  about 
wanting  to  extend  this  le^lation  might 
want  to  know  why  we  are  Siting  until 
after  the  Fourth  of  July. 

Is  anybody  prepared  to  give  ime 

explanation?  What  happens  i  the 

first  of  July  when  the  surtax  res? 

I  have  been  hearing  statement  Mr. 
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ms  and  various  others  about  the  great 
ca^strophe  that  will  sweep  the  country 
if  this  legislation  is  not  extended.  What 
happ^s  on  the  first  of  July?  Is  some¬ 
body  pitoared  to  tell  us? 

Mr.  AnBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlemanSfield  ? 

Mr.  GERM'D  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ALBERlV^This  matter,  as  I  indi¬ 
cated  before,  haVbeen  put  over  at  the 
request  of  the  distWuished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  "^ys  and  Means. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  ato  sure  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  this  House  wan^to  call  this  leg¬ 
islation  up  and  the  leadership  is  most  co¬ 
operative.  I  know  the  lead^hip  is  doing 
everjrthing  it  can  to  bring  tl^matter  up. 
But  I  am  somewhat  intrigu^  by  the 
machinations  of  the  Committe^n  Ways 
and  Means  in  now  putting  this  over. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  th\gen- 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  Ctje 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Perhaps  it  is  that  they' 
want  you  to  enjoy  your  independence  on 
Independence  Day. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  That  is,  independence 
from  the  surtax — I  presume  that  is  what 
the  gentleman  means. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Let  me  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  I  have  con¬ 
sulted  with  the  leadership  and  I  believe 
they  share  my  view  and  my  belief  that 
this  is  a  mattter  of  the  highest  priority. 
They  are  concerned  about  repercussions 
that  might  take  place  if  there  is  any 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  to 
act  affirmatively.  I  just  hope  and  trust 
that  our  friends  at  home  and  those 
abroad  will  not  misconstrue  this,  what 
I  hope  is,  only  a  temporary  delay.  I  hope 
there  are  no  adverse  economic  repercus¬ 
sions  by  the  fact  that  we  are  not  acting 
expeditiously.  I  believe  very  strongly  that 
the  legislation  must  be  approved  and  it 
would,  I  think,  be  disastrous  if  it  was  not 
enacted  in  due  course  as  quickly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  There  is  no  reason  for, 
anyone  to  have  any  concern  along  tl 
lines  expressed  by  the  gentleman  in  j^ls 
statement  just  now. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  w>n  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gifotleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  agree  ✓ith  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  lea6^.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  leadershij^ill  not  call  up 
this  legislation.  Of  co^se  they  will  call 
it  up.  I  think  the  leac^ship  is  committed 
to  that.  But  I  wondCT  if  someone  in  the 
House  is  prepaKM  to  speculate  on 
whether  or  not  Jmis  delay  on  this  very 
urgent  matter  that  we  have  heard  drums 
beating  aboi^ here  now  for  some  time 
does  not  indicate  that  perhaps  the  votes 
are  just  j^t  there.  The  fact  remains 
there  many  who  are  very  seriously 
conce^d  about  continuing  this  tax  pro- 
gran^r  a  whole  year,  when  last  October 
all  0ver  this  country  there  were  prom¬ 
ises  that  there  was  not  going  to  be  an 
tension  of  the  surtax.  I  remember  peo¬ 


ple  coming  into  my  district  and  saying, 
“You  are  not  going  to  have  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  surtax  if  certain  things  hap¬ 
pen  on  election  day?”  So  I  wonder  if  this 
delay  is  perhaps  being  caused  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  the  votes  just  are  not 
there. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 


WAKE  UP,  AMERICA 

(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  because  of 
the  vast  publicity  that  has  been  given  to 
disorder  and  violence  on  the  Nation’s 
campuses,  the  daily  reporting  in  news¬ 
papers,  on  television,  and  radio,  em¬ 
phasis  is  constantly  given  to  the  mis¬ 
guided  youth  who  have  disrupted  the 
educational  processes  at  many  of  our 
imiversities  and  colleges  and  little  at- 
(^tention  is  given  to  those  yotmg  Ameri- 
ins  who  work  diligently  for  the  better- 
ni^nt  of  our  Nation. 

2cently  the  Winter  Haven  Dailj^ 
NewsyChief,  one  of  the  fine  newspapm 
of  theSState  of  Florida,  featured  as/nn 
editoriaXexcerpts  from  an  excellei^ar- 
ticle  by  ^m  Donnelly,  executi-^  vice 
president  ot.  the  U.S.  Jaycees. 

Certainly  the  members  of  Mr.  Don¬ 
nelly’s  organr^ion  have  exenlplified  the 
finest  in  servick  to  the  enrichment  of 
their  commimiti^  State^  and  Nation. 
Mr.  Donnelly  expr^es  ills  own  aware¬ 
ness  to  the  fact  that^^ne  people  of  our 
Nation  must  wake  unnio  the  forces  that 
work  among  us  thaa  woffid  destroy  our 
institutions.  His  aKampleSis  the  turmoil 
on  our  campusesif  where  mcsdirected  and 
rebellious  you^  people  are  pffiymg  into 
the  hands  of^ose  who  would  mdng  about 
complete  cjfmos  and  rebellioi\in  the 
United  St^es. 

We  rm^fet  remember  that  free  eliluca- 
tion  wiinbe  lost  if  college  administr^rs 
and  trustees  surrender  to  radical  dns- 
sen^s.  Most  of  all  we  must  remembCT 
th^  a  free  society  cannot  survive  if  such ' 
iwlessness  is  allowed  to  continue.  It  is 
'time  we  restore  law  and  order  in  every 
area.  It  is  time  the  people  of  the  Nation 
heeded  the  words  of  Mr.  Donnelly  and 
other  clear-thinking  Americans.  The  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  Mr.  Donnelly’s  article  follow : 

Wake  Up,  America 

Wake  up,  America — before  it’s  too  late! 

Our  nation  is  being  burned  down  around 
our  ears,  and  we  sit  back  and  watch,  and 
capitulate  to  the  torch  bearers.  American 
youth — terribly  misguided  and  misled — are 
trying  to  “restructure”  the  country  that  has 
given  them  more  than  any  other  nation  on 
this  earth  could. 

Personally,  I’m  sympathetic  with  a  num¬ 
ber  of  the  student  demands  for  more  con¬ 
structive  involvement  in  campus  affairs. 
There  are  grievances  in  many  cases  that 
should  be  investigated  and  corrected.  I’m 
glad  that  the  U.S.  Jaycees  can  present  both 
sides  of  the  picture. 

One  problem  Itself  has  grown  to  the  point 
where  the  television  screen  recently  reported 
the  Incident  at  Cornell — a  group  of  Negro 
students  marching  out  of  the  administration 
building  they  had  occupied,  by  armed  force. 
They  looked  like  a  band  of  guerrilla  fighters, 
rather  than  students  interested  in  an  educa¬ 
tion.  And  even  more  sickening  was  what 


happened  the  next  day — the  complete  capit¬ 
ulation,  and  that’s  all  it  could  be  called,y 
to  their  every  demand  by  the  Cornell  ad 
ministration.  Am  I  crazy,  or  is  that  anar^y 
of  the  highest  degree? 

Here  at  U.S.  Jaycee  headquarters  w^iave 
in  our  employ  many  people,  with  m^y  dif¬ 
ferent  political  views  .  .  .  the  extrei^ liberal, 
the  conservative,  the  moderate,  yui  recent 
discussion,  everyone  seemed  tc^^gree  that 
something  must  be  done — a  j^lt  must  be 
called,  now! 

Anyone  who  thinks  th^  the  SDS — the 
chief  cause  of  all  the  ^rouble  in  all  the 
campuses  across  the  nation — is  not  heavily 
membered  with  avowe^ young  Communists 
...  is  living  in  a  (^am  world.  Read  the 
papers,  the  magazln^,  watch  the  newscasts, 
talk  with  concerry^  students.  It’s  there — 
plain  as  day!  W^are  in  the  growing  stages 
of  a  revolution  Jfnat  could  sweep  this  nation 
into  chaos  juy'c  as  sure  as  Mao  is  a  China¬ 
man. 

I’m  cert^nly  not  an  alarmist,  a  Bircher, 
or  a  Racm  .  .  .  I’m  merely  a  political  moder¬ 
ate  wh^4s  fast  becoming  a  frightened  Amer¬ 
ican-Lightened  for  the  future  of  this  great 

couniwy- 

?t’s  get  tough  with  these  young  punks! 
can  either  surrender  every  institution  of 
figher  learning  in  the  nation  to  them,  or 
'we  can  begin  showing  them  they  don’t  rule 
our  world — not  yet! 


THE  1970  CENSUS 

(Mr.  QUILLEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
troversy  over  the  1970  census  boils  down 
to  a  simple  question  of  values:  Is  it 
more  important  to  tabulate  an  accurate 
head  count  than  to  ascertain  the  number 
of  color  television  sets  In  the  United 
States? 

Unquestionably,  both  of  these  objec¬ 
tives  cannot  be  attained  in  the  1970 
census  as  it  now  stands.  And  there  is 
some  question  if  either  of  them  can  be, 
when  we  consider  the  great  proportion  of 
the  population  which  will  ignore  the 
census  questionnaires  or  willingly  accept 
the  penalties  rather  than  be  subjected 
to  another  Government  intrusion  into 
fheir  personal  and  private  lives. 

T  introdueed  legislation  in  June  1968, 
and  again  in  January  of  this  year  which 
would  eliminate  the  criminal  penalties 
for  f^ure  to  answer  personal  questions 
on  theX970  census  and  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  m^datory  answers. 

I  am  nolss^nly  opposed  to  the  criminal 
penalties  o^  $100  fine  and  60  days  im¬ 
prisonment  ^ached  to  the  subjects  on 
the  questionna^.  I  strongly  believe  the 
nature  and  nunfi^er  of  questions  consti¬ 
tute  an  invasion  orsprivacy. 

That  a  Govemm^  agency  should  re¬ 
quire  the  American  ptople  to  reveal  in¬ 
formation  that  is  stripy  personal  and 
private  seenis  to  me  to  b^utrageous  and 
a  burden  to  the  public. 

Does  a  Government  agen^sv  have  the 
right  to  inquire  of  a  man  or  woman  how 
many  times  they  have  been  married,  or 
how  the  first  marriage  ended?  Further, 
do  we  really  need  to  know  the  ai^wers 
to  all  the  foolish  questions  which  uv  no 
way  relate  to  the  number  of  people' 
this  country? 

I  fail  to  see  the  justification  for  such^ 
items  listed  on  the  questionnaire  as 
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RESEARCH.  S.  1857,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  activities  of  the  National 
:ience  Foundation  pursuant  to  Public  Law  81-507,  as  amended,  was  passed  over, 
p„\S7652 

TAXATION,  Sen,  Long  inserted  his  statement  before  the  Finance  Committee,  th 
regardVo  the  proposed  extension  of  the  surtax,  urging  that  "Senators  ii^tify 
their  tak  reform  proposals  to  us  by  July  18  so  that  the  Committee  on  Finance 
can  proce^with  the  ordinary  processing  of  intended  tax  reform,"  ppyb7674-75 
Sen,  Harske  stated  the  surtax  "has  directly  contributed  to  a  who^  cycle  of 
inf lationary \rice  raises"  and  inserted  a  supporting  letter,  pp, >67692-93 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  S^,  Eagleton  stated  that  he  and  others  had  urg^  the  President 
"not  to  relegate  ^e  critically  important  function  of  negotia^ng  foreign  trade 
agreements  to  the  Department  of  Cormnerce,  but  rather  to  kee^the  Office  of 
Special  Trade  Repres^tativd  in  the  Wliite  House"  and  that  feels  "very  strongly 
that  the  President  shc^d  order  the  Office  of  Special  Tr^e  Representative  to 
undertake  public  hearings  at  which  information  can  be  f^^ely  exchanged  on  the 
scope  and  ramifications  o\  any  new  text! le  arrangemenyf  prior  to  the  time  that 
arrangements  are  made  for  ^y  negotiations,"  pp,  S7^7-9 

Sen,  Smith  inserted  a  Mai\e  Legislature  resolut^n  urging  action  to  "promptly 
restrain  the  importation  of  foS^ign  footwear  and  >(i!o  provide  adequate  safeguards 
which  will  protect  our  domesticNshoe  industry  arfd  the  citizens  it  employs." 
p,  S7700 

CONSERVATION,  Received  from  the  Cali^^  Legislature  a  resolution  memorializing 
the  President  and  the  Congress  to  chance  iSi sting  laws  regulating  grants  for 
soil  conservation  purposes  to  include  r^preation  as  a  maior  beneficial  use, 
p.  S7679 

RECREATION,  Sen,  Jackson  commended  i^e  Bure^W  of  Land  Management  on  its 
booklet,  "Room  to  Roam,"  a  recrea^on  guide  t\  the  public  lands,  p,  S7693 

WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Moss  spok^  in  support  of  aNreport  made  5  years  ago  by 
the  special  Subcommittee  on  W^tern  Water  Development  on  the  concept  of  con¬ 
structing  "a  gigantic  proje^  to  divert  water  from  Xlaska  and  northern  Canada 
to  Canada's  prairie  Proviiy^s  and  the  United  States" '^nd  inserted  a  letter  on 
the  subject,  pp.  S7696-‘ 

HUNGER.  Sen.  Hatfield /Inserted  an  editorial,  "Malnutri  tioiV-Here?"  which  he 
stated  pointed  out  ^e  connection  between  unemployment  and \^lnutri tion .  pp, 
S7696-7 

LIBRARIES.  Sen y/^arbo rough  inserted  an  editorial,  "Federal  Libr^*i^  Program 
Essential,"  wl^ch  "pi.'ints  out  the  Nation's  libraries  are  an  imporWnt  and  vital 
element  in  oyv  national  education  system."  pp,  S7699-700 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11400,  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969  (H.  Repto  91-356)  (pp. 
H5620-3).  On  items  for  this  Department  the  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate 
figures  shown  in  the  table  which  is  attached  to  Digest  No.  96.  The  conferees 
concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  repealing  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  (personnel  limitation).  The  conferees 
announced  that  they  will  propose  a  substitute  for  the  over-all  ceiling  on 
Government  outlays, 


Conferees  Vere  app  inted  on  H.  R. 1 1582, Tr^a^ury^PostOffic^i^Executiv^^ 

Office  of  the  Resident,  and  certain  independent  agencies  appropriation  bill 
for  1970.  p.  H^23 


14. 


15, 


17 


APPALACHIA;  RESEARCH\  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resoli^^ons  for  considerati 
of  H.  R.  4018,  a  bilKto  provide  for  the  renewal  and  ex^nsion  of  certain 
sections  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  oz  1965,  and  H.  R.  10878, 
a  bill  to  authorize  app^priations  for  activities  of ythe  National  Science 
Foundation,  p.  H5727 


AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE.  AgreeJl^that  for  the  renia^der  of  this  Congress,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  shall\be  composed  of  l/U  members;  and  elected  Rep, 
John  Melcher,  Mont.,  to  the  Agr^ulture  Committee,  p.  H5624 


16,  UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE.  Rep,  Geral^Ford  ^mmended  the  President's  proposals 
to  expand  and  improve  the  unemployment  iterance  system,  pp.  H5626-7 

Received  from  the  Labor  Dept,  a  pr^j^sed  bill  to  extend  and  improve  the 
Federal-State  unemployment  compensatiyn^rogram:  to  V/ays  and  Means  Committee, 
p.  H5726 

DISASTER  RELIEF.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  pr'^viding  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  6508, 
the  Calif,  disaster  relief  bill.  /The  resolution  provides  that  it  shall  be  in  ' 

order  to  consider  the  committee/substitute  as\^n  original  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  amendment,  pp.  H5631-2 


18.  BONDS;  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep/ Michel  favored  the  Precedent's  proposal  to  increase 
the  interest  on  U.  S.  sav/ngs  bonds,  pp.  H5687-8 
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19.  GERM  WARFARE.  Rep.  McMrthy  inserted  Secretary  General  C.  Thant '  s  report  on 

chemical  and  bacterioTogical  (biological)  weapons  and  thev  t^f f ects  of  their  possibl 
use.  pp.  H5688-71' 
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20.  CIGARETTE  ADVERT^ING.  Rep.  Moss  inserted  a  Calif.  Senate  res\lution  which 
would  prohibit/cigarette  advertising  in  Calif.  pp.  H5714-6 


21.  EXTENSION  SEB?VICE.  Rep.  Horton  commended  cooperative  extension  services  and 
inserted  l/tters  from  two  home  economists  describing  programs,  pp,\15719-20 


22.  FOREIGN  XID.  Rep,  Morse  inserted  comments  of  Deputy  Asst.  Secretary  ofNState  for 
Latin/^erica  Culbertson,  "What  We  Have  Learned  In  20  Years  of  Technical 
Assi/tance."  pp.  H5720-2 


91st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 
1st  Session  j  (No.  91-356 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPKOPRIATION,  1969 


July  8,  1969. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mahon,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11400] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  11400) 
making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  3,  10,  12, 
15,  17,  24,  41,  64,  78,  and  81. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  2,  9,  14,  19,  20,  21,  25,  26,  28,  30,  32,  34, 
35,  36,  37,  45,  47,  49,  50,  52,  57,  59,  61,  63,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  71, 
72,  73,  74,  75,  79,  80,  82,  83,  84,  85,  86,  88,  and  89,  and  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $5,4-50,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,850,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  22 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  ^^5,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $45,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  44,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

For  grants  and  loans  for  nonprofit  private  facilities  pursuant  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  Medical  Facilities  Construction  Act  of  1968  (Public 
Law  90-457),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended.;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  48 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  48,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert : 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Enqineers — Civil 

FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  COASTAL  EMERGENCIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  control  and  coastal  emergencies” , 
$25,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. ;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  76: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  76,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $265,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  77: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  77,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $170,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  4,  6,  7,  8,  11,  13,  16,  27,  29,  31,  33,  38,  39,  40,  42,  43,  46, 
51,  53,  54,  55,  56,  58,  60,  62,  87,  90,  91,  and  92. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Joe  L.  Evins, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Elford  Cederberg, 

Glenn  R.  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 
Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  O.  Pastore, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGEKS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report 
as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

TITLE  I— MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
Department  of  Defense — Military 

Amendment  No.  1:  Appropriates  $21,500,000  for  “Military  person¬ 
nel,  Navy,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $14,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $146,000,000  for  “Military  per¬ 
sonnel,  Air  Force,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $115,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Deletes  language  for  “Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  Marine  Corps,”  proposed  by  the  Senate  providing  for 
$8,910,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

TITLE  II 

Chapter  I — Department  of  Agriculture 

Amendment  No.  4:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  provision  of  $4,000,000  for  “Soil  Conservation 
Service,  flood  prevention,”  for  emergency  flood  prevention  measures. 

Chapter  II — Department  of  Defense — Military 

Amendment  No.  5:  Appropriates  $5,450,000  for  “Reserve  personnel, 
Marine  Corps,”  instead  of  $6,400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$4,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  to  provide 
for  $500,000  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps,”  to  be 
derived  by  transfer. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  to  provide 
$1,500,000  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Army  National  Guard,” 
to  be  derived  by  transfer. 
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Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  to  provide 
$2,000,000  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  National  Guard,” 
to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

Amendment  No.  9:  Strikes  language  proposed  by  the  House. 

Chapter  III — District  of  Columbia 

Amendment  No.  10:  Deletes  Senate  proposal  to  appropriate 
$18,736,000  in  Federal  funds  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  capital  outlay”. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  extending  the  availability  of  funds 
under  “Public  safety”  for  the  Department  of  Corrections  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Deletes  Senate  proposal  to  appropriate 
$18,736,000  for  “Capital  outlay”  for  the  District’s  share  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  basic  subway  system. 

Chapter  IV — Foreign  Operations 

Amendment  No.  13:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  which  provides  that  the  $2,700,000  for 
“Assistance  to  Refugees  in  the  United  States”  shall  be  derived  by 
transfer  instead  of  by  direct  appropriation  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $160,000,000  for  “Subscription  to 
the  International  Development  Association”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Chapter  V — Independent  Offices 

Amendment  No.  15:  Appropriates  $500,000  for  the  Office  of  Emer¬ 
gency  Preparedness  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  telecommunications,” 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $777,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  make  $100,000  of  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate  to 
authorize  the  National  Science  Foundation  to  purchase  one  aircraft. 

Amendment  No.  18:  Appropriates  $2,850,000  for  the  Selective 
Service  System  instead  of  $2,573,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,139,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Appropriates  $276,600,000  for  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  for  “Compensation  and  pensions”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $179,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $89,200,000  for  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  for  “Readjustment  benefits”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $14,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $53,800,000  for  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  for  “Medical  care”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $46,189,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

department  of  housing  and  urban  development 

Amendments  Nos.  22  and  23:  Authorize  an  increase  of  $45,000,000 
for  annual  contract  authorization  for  homeownership  assistance 
instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $50,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate;  and  authorize  $45,000,000  for  rental  housing 
assistance  instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  24:  Deletes  item  proposed  by  the  Senate  to 
appropriate  an  additional  $1,000,000  for  “Fair  housing  program.” 

Chapter  VI — Department  of  the  Interior 

Amendment  No.  25:  Appropriates  $2,781,000  for  “Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  education  and  welfare  services,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Appropriates  $2,700,000  for  “Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  resources  management,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $2,769,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  27:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  vdll  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting  language  making  $150,000 
available  until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  28:  Deletes  House  language  for  a  repayable  ad¬ 
vance  to  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund  in  the  amount  of 
$19,000,000. 

Amendment  No.  29:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropriating  $950,000  for 
“Office  of  Territories,  administration  of  territories,”  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  30:  Appropriates  $2,242,000  for  “Geological 
Survey,  surveys,  investigations,  and  research,”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $2,092,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  31:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropriating  $750,000  for  “Bureau 
of  Mines,  health  and  safety,”  to  remain  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Appropriates  $10,000,000  for  the  “Hehum  fund” 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  33:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting  language  extending  the 
availability  of  $250,000  of  the  total  amount  until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  34:  Appropriates  $400,000  for  “Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  construction,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  35:  Appropriates  $2,366,000  for  “National  Park 
Service,  management  and  protection,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $2,479,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $1,103,000  for  “National  Park 
Service,  construction,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $100,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  37:  Appropriates  $24,374,000  for  “Forest  Service, 
forest  protection  and  utilization,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $25,028,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  38:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting  language  which  makes 
$460,000  available  until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  39:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  jiart  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting  language  making  gifts, 
bequests,  and  devises  of  money,  and  other  property  received  prior  to 
September  1,  1969,  available  for  matching  Federal  contributions. 

Chapter  VII— Department  op  Labor 

Amendment  No.  40:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  appropriating 
$7,500,000  for  “Manpower  development  and  training  activities. 
Manpower  Administration,”  instead  of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Amendment  No.  41:  Deletes  Senate  proposal  to  appropriate 
$20,280,000  for  “Higher  educational  activities.  Office  of  Education.” 

Amendment  No.  42:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  appropriating 
$3,920,000  for  “Higher  educational  activities.  Office  of  Education,” 
instead  of  $11,161,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  language  distrib¬ 
uting  the  $20,280,000  proposed  by  the  Senate  in  Amendment  No.  41 
and  will  provide  that  the  appropriation  shall  be  for  annual  interest 
grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Educational  Facilities 
\  Act,  as  amended. 

Amendment  No.  43:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  provides  that  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  “Comprehensive  health  planning  and  services,”  Public 
Health  Service,  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  44:  Appropriates  $15,000,000  for  “District  of 
Columbia  medical  facilities,”  Public  Health  Service,  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  45:  Appropriates  an  additional  amount  of 
$21,200,000  to  be  derived  from  social  security  trust  funds  for 
“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses,”  Social  Security  Administration. 

Chapter  VHI — Legislative  Branch 

Amendment  No.  46:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
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concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropriating  $30,000  for  the  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  a  deceased  Senator,  language  relating  to  the  clerk-hire  of 
Senators,  and  $126,900  for  Senate  “Inquiries  and  investigations”. 

Chapter  IX — Public  Works 

Amendment  No.  47:  Inserts  chapter  number  and  heading. 

Amendment  No.  48:  Appropriates  $25,000,000  for  “Department  of 
the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers — Civil,  Flood  control  and  coastal 
emergencies,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  49:  Inserts  heading  and  appropriates  $45,000,000 
for  “Atomic  Energy  Commission,  Plant  and  capital  equipment,”  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Chapter  X — Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and  Commerce, 
THE  Judiciary  and  Related  Agencies 

Amendment  No.  50:  Changes  chapter  number.  ^ 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

■  Amendment  No.  51:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $40,000  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Appropriates  $1,277,000  for  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  general  legal  activities,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$1,314,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  53:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $101,000  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  54:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $162,000  available 
until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  . 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $737,000  available  until  * 
September  30,  1969.  | 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Amendment  No.  56:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  iricreases  the  amount  available 
for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned  officers  as  provided  iii  “Salaries 
and  expenses.  Environmental  Science  Services.” 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Amendment  No.  57:  Appropriates  $1,948,000  for  “Salaries  of 
judges,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,975,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  58:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
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concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $205,000  available 
until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  59;  Inserts  heading  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  60:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  appropriates  $850,000  for 
“Fees  and  expenses  of  court-appointed  counsel”  for  the  fiscal  year 
1968. 

Amendment  No.  61;  Appropriates  $850,000  for  “Fees  and  expenses 
of  court-appointed  counsel”  for  fiscal  year  1969,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  62:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  makes  $10,000  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Chaptek  XI — Department  of  Transportation 

Amendment  No.  63:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  64;  Deletes  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appropriate 
$2,000,000  to  remain  available  until  December  31,  1969,  for  “Office  of 
the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses”. 

Chapter  XII — Treasury  Department 

Amendment  No.  65:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  66:  Appropriates  $470,000  for  “U.S.  Secret  Serv¬ 
ice,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Amendment  No.  67:  Appropriates  $100,000  for  “Council  of 
Economic  Advisers,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $107,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  68:  Appropriates  $147,000  for  “National  Security 
Council,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Chapter  XIII — Claims  and  Judgments 

Amendment  No.  69:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendments  Nos.  70  and  71:  Appropriate  $18,188,688  for  claims 
and  judgments  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $16,880,812  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

TITLE  HI— INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Amendment  No.  72:  Appropriates  $2,699,602  for  various  Senate 
items. 

Amendment  No.  73:  Appropriates  $174,000  for  “Senate  office 
buildings”  and  $6,500  for  “Senate  garage”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  74:  Appropriates  $2,114,000  for  “General  Account¬ 
ing  Office,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $2,214,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  75:  Appropriates  $2,000,000  for  “Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service,  consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory- 
programs,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,300,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  76:  Appropriates  $265,000,000  for  “Military 

personnel.  Army,”  instead  of  $230,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $300,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  77:  Appropriates  $170,000,000  for  “Military 

personnel.  Navy,”  instead  of  $160,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $198,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  78:  Appropriates  $45,000,000  for  “Military 

personnel.  Marine  Corps,”  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$61,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  79:  Appropriates  $267,600,000  for  “Military 

personnel.  Air  Force,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$214,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  80:  Appropriates  $16,400,000  for  “National  Guard 
personnel.  Army,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $13,000,000  as  , 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  81:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
providing  for  transfer  of  $3,600,000  to  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Defense  agencies.” 

Amendment  No.  82:  Provides  $1,100,000  for  “Department  of  the 
Army,  Corps  of  Engineers — Civil,  general  expenses,”  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Construction,  general,” 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  83,  84,  85,  and  86:  Delete  and  insert  certain 
language  for  “Indian  health  activities”  regarding  the  transfer  from 
reserves  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  for  pay  increase 
costs  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  87 :  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  authorize  release  of  $4,000  reserved 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364  for  the  Federal  Savings 
and  Loan  Insurance  Corporation  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  88:  Appropriates  $41,000  for  “Foreign  Claims 
Settlement  Commission,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $32,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  89:  Appropriates  $400,000  for  “National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  salaries  and  expenses,”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $250,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

TITLE  IV— LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET 

OUTLAYS 

Amendment  No.  90:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  A  motion 
will  be  offered  to  insert  a  conference  substitute  for  both  the  House  and 
Senate  versions.  The  Senate  struck  the  House  version. 

The  conference  substitute  wiU  impose  an  overall  ceiling  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Government  during  the 
fiscal  year  1970.  As  agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  the  initial  ceiling 
stated  in  the  provision  is  $191,900,000,000 — or  $1,000,000,000  below 
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the  amount  in  the  House  bUl  and  also  $1,000,000,000  below  the  revised 
projection  of  1970  budget  outlays  announced  by  the  President  on 
April  12  and  summarized  in  the  review  of  the  1970  budget  released 
April  15,  and  appearing  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  April  16,  at 
pages  E2993-E2996. 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the  House  language  that  would 
operate  continuously  to  adjust  the  ceiling,  as  appropriate,  to  comport 
with  the  estimated  budget  outlay  effect  of  specific  congressional  ac¬ 
tions  or  inactions  in  appropriation  bills  or  other  bills  having  an  impact 
on  the  Ai^rU  15  budgetary  proposals.  The  conferees  have  added  lan¬ 
guage  to  this  part  of  the  provision  to  also  make  it  clear  that  other 
actions  by  the  Congress  would  operate  to  adjust  the  ceiling  in  like 
fashion.  These  budgetary  and  other  actions  would  result  in  adjust¬ 
ments  of  the  ceding  whether  initiated  by  the  President  or  by  the 
Congress. 

And  language  is  included  to  provide  that  net  reductions  made 
through  specific  congressional  actions  or  inactions  in  the  various  spend¬ 
ing  bills  will  count  toward  the  aforementioned  $1  billion  expenditure 
reduction  rather  than  being  in  addition  to  it. 

The  conference  agreement  makes  two  adjustments  to  the  original 
House  provision.  One  is  the  addition,  as  subsection  (b),  of  a  limited 
lump-sum  exemption  to  the  ceiling  figure.  This  exemption  would 
permit  the  President,  after  notification  in  writing  to  the  Congress 
stating  his  reasons  therefor,  to  adjust  the  ceiling  figure  by  an  aggregate 
amount  not  exceeding  $2,000,000,000  in  respect  to  variations  in  esti¬ 
mates  for  items  enumerated  in  subsection  (b)  upon  his  determination 
that  expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  for  the  enumerated 
items  will  vary  from  the  estimates  on  which  the  $192.9  billion  April  15 
executive  budget  projection  is  based.  The  enumerated  items  in  all 
instances  involve  objects  and  programs  for  which  the  budget  outlays 
arise  out  of  appropriations  or  other  authority,  or  relate  to  estimated 
receipts  that  operate  to  offset  budget  outlays,  that  do  not  require 
current  action  by  the  Congress — in  other  words,  permanent  appropria¬ 
tions  or  other  spending  authority  contained  in  basic  law,  or  actions 
or  inactions  that  operate  otherwise  to  determine  budget  outlays  under 
the  unified  budget  concept. 

The  other  adjustment  to  the  original  House  provision  is  the  $1 
billion  reduction.  The  House  bill  made  no  reduction;  it  was  directed 
primarily  to  securing  focus  on  and  ceiling  control  of  all  spending,  not 
primarily  to  expenditure  reduction. 

CONTRAST  OF  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  WITH  HOUSE  AND  SENATE 

VERSIONS 

The  House  version  is  explained  in  considerable  detail  beginning  on 
page  118  of  House  Report  91-252.  The  Senate  committee  version  was 
modified  in  some  particulars  on  the  floor,  but  the  basic  thrust  and  key 
features  of  the  Senate  version  are  explained  on  page  47  of  Senate 
Report  91-228.  Briefly: 

The  House  provision  was  all  encompassing;  it  contained  no  exemp¬ 
tions.  And  it  did  not  seek  to  make  a  blanket  reduction  in  the  projected 
budget  outlay  total.  The  thrust  of  the  House  provision  was  to  put  the 
control  of  total  spending  in  the  hands  of  Congress,  adjustable  only  by 
the  Congress. 
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The  Senate  provision,  unlike  the  House  provision,  did  not  put  a 
ceding  on  total  budget  outlays.  The  Senate  provision  exempted  from 
the  ceding  over  half  of  projected  expenditures  and  net  lending — about 
$111.7  bdlion  on  the  basis  of  currently  estimated  amounts.  And  the 
Senate  provision  would  have  imposed  a  reduction  of  at  least  $1,900,- 
000,000  in  the  nonexempted  areas  of  the  budget,  that  is,  against  areas 
involving  budget  outlays  of  about  $81.2  billion  as  projected  in  the 
Aprd  15  review.  It  would,  in  turn,  have  fixed  a  firm  statutory  ceiling 
of  $79.3  bdlion  on  budget  outlays  in  the  nonexempted  areas.  In  the 
exempted  items,  budget  outlays  could  rise  as  high  as  the  requirements 
were  determined  to  be.  The  President  would  have  to  make  the  nec¬ 
essary  reductions  to  the  extent  the  Congress,  through  its  budgetary 
actions  during  the  session,  did  not  achieve  the  $1,900,000,000  figure. 

The  conference  agreement  would  likewise  require  the  President  to 
make  any  reductions  necessary  to  achieve  the  $1,000,000,000  cut  to 
the  extent  Congress,  through  its  budgetary  actions  during  the  session, 
did  not  do  so. 

Since  the  conference  agreement  sets  a  comprehensive  ceding  which  , 
woidd  be  continuously  adjustable  based  on  congressional  actions  or 
inactions  on  budgetary  proposals  whether  initiated  by  the  President 
or  by  the  Congress  and  whether  or  not  inside  or  outside  the  April  15 
budget  review  totals,  there  is  no  necessity  to  exempt  any  area  of  the 
budget  that  Congress  normally  acts  upon  each  year.  Approval  of  \ 
supplemental  appropriations  to  meet  existing  unbudgeted  require¬ 
ments  would  be  the  basis  for  a  corresponding  adjustment  in  the  ceding 
on  budget  outlays. 

But  the  situation  is  different  where  additional  budget  outlays- — not 
contemplated  in  the  April  15  budget  review  or  found  practicable  ' 
within  the  $191.9  billion  ceiling  figure — arise  in  respect  to  programs 
and  items  on  which  Congress  does  not  act  annually  to  supply  the  appro¬ 
priation  or  other  outlay  authority.  These  are  mainly  the  so-caUed 
permanent  authorizations  that  each  year  automatically  stem  from  ' 
various  basic  laws  and  thus  are  not  acted  upon  in  the  annual  bdls.  It  is 
for  a  limited  number  of  these  instances — instances  involving  generally 
large  sums  and  where  it  is  difficult  to  make  accurate  projections — that  i 
the  conferees  have  made  provision,  in  subsection  (b) ,  for  the  President,  I 
if  he  finds  it  necessary  and  so  notifies  Congress,  to  allow  the  increased  j 
expenditures  above  the  related  estimates  on  which  the  $191.9  billion 
April  15  budget  was  based.  The  conference  agreement  puts  a  dollar  ; 
limit  of  $2,000,000,000  on  how  far  the  President  can  go  in  so  adjusting  ! 
the  ceiling. 

The  items  in  respect  to  which  the  Presidential  adjusting  authority 
could  operate  if  found  necessary  are : 

On  page  16  of  the  budget: 

(1)  Items  designated  “Social  security,  medicare,  and  other  ‘ 
social  insurance  trust  funds”; 

(2)  The  appropriation  “National  service  life  insurance  (trust  | 
fund)”  included  in  the  items  designated  “Veterans’  pensions, 
compensation,  and  insurance”; 

(3)  The  item  “Interest” ;  and 

(4)  The  item  “Farm  price  supports  (Commodity  Credit 

Corporation)”.  ! 
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Decline  of  receipts  (credited  in  the  budget  against  expenditures 
and  net  lending)  derived  from — 

(1)  Sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs  administered  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the 
Veterans’  Administration,  and  the  Small  Business  Administration; 
and 

(2)  Leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf. 

Subsection  (c)  of  the  conference  agreement  retains  the  House  pro¬ 
vision  in  respect  to  periodic  executive  reports  on  the  operation  of  the 
ceiling  provision. 

LIMITATION  ON  NUMBEKS  OF  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEES 

Amendment  No.  91:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  reiiealing  section  201  of  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  which  placed  limitations  on 
filling  of  vacancies  in  certain  full-time  permanent  civilian  positions  in 
the  Government  and  on  the  number  of  temporary  and  part-time 
employees  in  certain  Government  agencies. 

In  section  201  itself,  and  in  subsequent  enactments  in  the  last 
session.  Congress  exempted  from  the  limitations  and  restrictions 
about  one-third  of  the  Government’s  full-time  permanent  positions 
and  about  two-thirds  of  the  Government’s  temporary  and  jiart-time 
positions. 

Wilde  section  201  was  adopted  as  part  of  an  economizing  measure, 
the  conferees  are  agreed  that  its  impact  is,  in  some  cases,  contrary  to 
efforts  to  economize.  The  weight  of  the  evidence  is  clear:  It  has  cost 
much  more  than  it  has  saved,  not  only  in  cases  where  dollar  losses 
through  operation  of  the  section  can  be  identified  and  estimated,  but 
also  in  many  other  less  measurable  instances  through  the  introduction 
of  imbalances  and  inefficiencies  into  day-to-day  administration. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted  in  costly  overtime  work. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  residted  in  a  large  loss  of  internal 
revenue  collections  to  the  Treasury. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted  in  inefficient  utilization 
of  personnel. 

Particulars  in  these  respects  are  cited  in  House  Reports  91-264  and 
91-265,  on  the  appropriation  bills  for  the  Departments  of  Treasury, 
Post  Office,  and  Agriculture,  and  in  Senate  Report  91-228  on  this 
second  supplemental  appropriation  bill. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  because  of  the  costly  and 
impractical  consequences  of  operations  under  section  201,  is  embarked 
on  a  suspension  plan  for  every  agency  as  the  appropriation  bills  are 
reported.  The  House  has  already  suspended  section  201  with  respect 
to  the  Departments  of  Treasury,  Post  Office,  Agriculture,  HUD, 
and  many  independent  agencies  during  the  fiscal  year  1970.  The  motion 
to  be  offered  would  repeal  the  section  altogether. 

Congress  will,  of  course,  continue  to  control  Federal  employment 
through  the  traditional  appropriations  process  by  providing  or  with¬ 
holding  appropriations  for  salaries. 
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AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS 

Amendment  No.  92:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  in  order  to  validate  obligations  incurred 
between  July  1,  1969,  and  5  days  following  approval  of, the  act. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Joe  L.  Evins, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

E.  A.  Cederberg, 

Glenn  R.  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  Hoi^e  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  J.  IJheodore  Alam,  Irvington 
United  Presbyterian  Church,  Fremont, 
Calif.,  offered  ^  following  prayer: 

James  1:  5:  If^ny  of  you  lacks  ms- 
dom,  let  him  ask  Ocd,  who  gives  to  all 
men  generously  ana^ithout  reproach¬ 
ing,  and  it  will  he  given^im. 

O  God,  as  we  come  wy.Thee  this  day 
we  thank  Thee  for  this  giieat  Nation  of 
ours.  We  thank  Thee  that  we  can  have  a 
small  part  in  determining  thS^estiny  of 
that  Nation.  But  when  we  i^alize  the 
magnitude  of  this  responsibilit^^e  feel 
very  humble  in  Thy  sight,  and  t^rn  to 
Thee  for  Thy  divine  guidance.  \ 

We  bow  in  the  shadows  of  those  giVat 
men  who  have  gone  before.  \ 

We  are  sure  that  they  too  felt  their 
need  of  Thy  guiding  hand. 

We  have  faith  to  believe  that  even  as 
Thou  didst  direct  their  decisions  Thou 
wilt  help  us  in  ours. 

Out  of  the  uncertainty,  confusion,  and 
chaos  we  find  in  the  world  today,  help  us 
to  bring  order  and  harmony  to  all  people. 

May  the  peace  of  God  that  passeth  all 
understanding  be  with  us  this  day.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Ar¬ 
rington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  with  amendments 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title : 

H.R.  11612.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  endii« 
June  30,  1970,  and  for  other  purposes,  y 

The  message  also  announced  tha^the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  11612)  entitled  'ykn  act 
making  appropriations  for  th^Depart- 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  rela^  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 
and  for  other  puiToses,”  Quests  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Hm^ces  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  HoLLANn/Mr.  Russell,  Mr. 
Stennis,  Mr.  Ellendm,  Mr.  Hruska,  Mr. 
Young  of  North  D^ota,  and  Mr.  Mundt 
to  be  the  confers  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate.  / 


THE  LATE  JULIA  EDITH  KUNS 
/  ASPINALL 

(Mr.  hJoGERS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  wen  permission  to  address  the 
Housie  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex- 
temirhis  remarks.) 

yMr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mi-.  Speak¬ 
er,  it  is  vuth  a  heavy  heart  that  I  an- 


Tuesday,  July  8,  1969 

nounce  the  death  of  Julia  Edith  Kuns 
Aspinall,  wife  of  our  beloved  Member, 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado,  Wayne  N. 
Aspinall. 

Mrs.  Aspinall  died  this  morning  at 
8:15.  Prayer  services  will  be  tomoiTow 
night  at  8  p.m.  at  the  Gawler’s  Fimeral 
Home  on  Wisconsin  Avenue  and  Harri¬ 
son  Street  NW.  Services  later  will  be  in 
the  State  of  Colorado. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  too  would  like  to  express  to  Wayne 
Aspinall  and  the  members  of  his  family 
my  very  smcerest  sympathy  on  this  losy 
I  knew  Mrs.  Aspinall,  and  I  am  cei'- 
tain  all  of  us  are  sorry  to  hear  of  Tier 
losing.  / 

AMr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  wnl  the 
genrieman  yield?  / 

m\  ROGERS  of  Colorado.^ yield  to 
the  drsringuished  majority  li^der. 

Mr.  ASSERT.  Mr.  Speal^,  I  join  the 
distingui^ed  gentleman  #rom  Coloi*ado 
in  expressn^  the  sympamy  of  all  of  us 
in  the  House^  our  wonderful  colleague, 
Wayne  AspinVl,  whp  has  this  day  lost 
his  dear  wife.  ^  love  Wayne.  He  is 
one  of  our  finescSWembers,  and  one  of 
the  most  competen^ommittee  chairmen 
that  I  have  evn  knWn.  Our  hearts  go 
out  to  him  his  chHdren  in  this  hour 
of  their  gre^  sorrow.  our  Heavenly 

Father  cooffort  them  in  tSoeir  grief. 

Mr.  H^EY.  Mr.  Speakerj^ill  the  gen- 
tleman^ield?  \ 

Mry^OGERS  of  ColoradoNi  yield  to 
the ^ntleman  from  Florida.  \ 

mx.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  joSa  with 
Ule  distinguished  gentleman  fronW  the 
4reat  State  of  Colorado  in  mournin^'toe 
death  of  such  a  fine  and  outstandiH|g 
lady  as  the  wife  of  the  chairman  of  oirS 
great  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Aspinall)  .  I  extend  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  to  his  family  the  sympathies  of 
Mrs.  Haley  and  myself. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  saddened  by  the  passing  of  the 
beloved  wife  of  our  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado,  Wayne  Aspinall. 
Wayne  and  I  came  to  the  Congress  in  the 
same  Congress  on  Januai-y  3,  1949.  Our 
offices  were  across  the  corridor  from  one 
another.  As  a  consequence,  I  became  a 
close  personal  friend  of  Wayne  Aspinall, 
and  our  families  became  well  acquainted. 
We  developed  a  closeness  that  I  have 
deeply  appreciated. 

The  Aspinall  family  is  one  of  the  veiT 
finest  and  they  will  miss  a  wonderful  wife 
and  mother. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  wa^  to  express  to 
Wayne  and  his  famihr  the  deepest  con¬ 
dolences  of  the  Fory  family  in  his  hour 
of  grief.  / 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGE^  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  th^entleman  for  calling  this  sad 
event  to/uie  attention  of  the  Members  of 
the  HMse. 

Ju^  Aspinall  was  one  of  the  loveliest 
and/one  of  the  most  gracious  women  I 
have  ever  had  the  privilege  of  knowing. 
Sne  was  a  close  friend  who  was  loved  by 
'all  of  the  wives  of  the  membei-s  on  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs — a  kind  and  gracious  and  thought¬ 
ful  person  who  contributed  in  many, 
many  ways  to  the  Aspinall  team  and  its 
dedicated  representation  of  the  people  of 
Colorado. 

She  was  a  wonderful  mother.  Her  chil¬ 
dren  are  a  living  legacy  that  will  enrich 
their  State  and  the  country  for  many 
years  to  come. 

My  wife  joins  me  in  expressing  our 
very  deepest  sympathy  to  Wayne  and  to 
the  other  members  of  the  Aspinall  fam¬ 
ily  in  their  tragic  loss. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  with 
my  colleagues  in  mourning  the  death  of 
this  splendid  woman,  Julia  Aspinall. 

Wayne  and  I  came  to  Congress  in  the 
89th  session  and  in  due  time.  Mrs. 
Aspinall  and  Mrs.  Gross  became  good 
friends.  Julia  Aspinall  was  a  devoted  wife 
and  mother.  She  was  completely  un¬ 
pretentious,  caring  little  for  the  social 
life  of  Washington,  but  rather  devoting 
her  time  and  energy  to  her  husband  and 
her  family. 

Mrs.  Gross  and  I  will  greatly  miss  this 
gqod  and  common  friend. 

^  Wayne  and  all  members  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  we  extend  our  heartfelt  sympathy  in 
this,  tH^ir  time  of  great  sorrow. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  it  wa^my  pleasure  to  become  ac¬ 
quainted  \mh  Julia  when  Wayne  and  I 
attended  la^^chool  together  at  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  DenWr  in  1922. 

Julia  has  beemthe  right  arm  to  Wayne 
Aspinall.  They  i^red  a  fine  family  in 
the  State  of  Colorado.  We  who  knew 
Julia  loved  her.  \ 

Dm-ing  the  21  years'that  Wayne  has 
represented  his  district  ■rtom  Colorado, 
Julia  aided  and  assisted  h^.  We  will  all 
miss  her  in  the  future.  I  extdnd  my  sym¬ 
pathy  to  the  family. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speake\will  the 
gentleman  yield?  \ 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yiWd  to 
the  gentleman.  \ 
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\^r.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I,  too,  join 
mV  colleagues  in  expressing  our  deep, 
heartfelt  and  prayerful  sympathy  to 
WAYife  Aspinall,  one  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  M^bers  of  this  House,  and  to  his 
family  iiVthis,  their  hour  of  deep  sorrow. 

I  have  Known  Wayne  and  Julie  for  al¬ 
most  20  ye^,  since  being  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  \ 

A  memory  u^mennost  in  my  recollec¬ 
tions  is  about  tnkrole  that  Mrs.  Aspinall 
played  as  a  wann>cohesive,  understand¬ 
ing  and  compassionate  person,  raising^ 
and  holding  together\wonderful  family  ; 
and  who  sustained  iW  husband  over 
those  years  in  times  of  oifficulty  and  po¬ 
litical  stress  back  home  aM  then  during 
the  years  of  the  additionarShui’den  that 
came  with  the  responsibility  ^the  chair¬ 
manship  of  an  important  coiNriittee  in 
developing  and  yet  protecting  Nje  vast 
natural  resources  of  this  great  N^on. 

In  recent  years  the  strain  show^on 
the  chairman  and  again  this  frail  ^d 
understanding  woman  was  the  sustains 
ing  force  in  the  family.  Then  when  illnes^ 
beset  this  gallant  lady,  the  family  in 
turn  assembled  and  gathered  around  her 
to  sustain  and  comfort  her  in  her  hour 
of  grave  need. 

She  is  gone  now,  but  her  love  and  their 
love  shall  live  for  time  to  come,  in  mem¬ 
ory  of  this  dear  mother  and  beloved  wife. 

So  I  join  their  many,  many  friends, 
from  all  walks  of  life,  in  extending  to 
Wayne  and  to  his  sons  and  daughter, 
our  deepest  sympathy. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
(Mr.  McCormack)  . 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  sori-y  to  learn  of  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Aspinall. 

We  all  know  the  intense  love  that 
Wayne  and  Mrs.  Aspinall  ,had  for  one 
another.  We  all  know  of  the  beauty  of 
her  life  and  her  wonderful  outlook  on 
life.  We  all  appreciated  her  understand¬ 
ing  mind  and  know  that  her  life  was  an 
inspiration  for  others  to  follow. 

To  my  dear  friend  and  colleague, 
Wayne  Aspinall,  I  extend  my  heartfelt 
sympathy,  and  to  his  lovpd  ones,  in  their 
great  loss  and  sorrow. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  tW 
gentleman  yield?  y 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yie^  to 
the  gentleman.  / 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  l/would 
like  to  join  with  my  colleagu^  in  ex¬ 
pressing  our  deep  sorrow  and  nor  sympa¬ 
thy  for  the  family  of  our  ^lleague  in 
the  passing  of  Mrs.  Wayne  Xspinall. 

We  all  knew  and  lovedr  Julia.  As  has 
been  so  aptly  said,  ther^as  never  been  a 
finer  team  and  a  bet^  or  finer  family 
than  these  two.  H^  contributions  to 
Wayne,  to  her  chuyCh,  to  her  family'  and 
friends  were  limi^ss. 

Mr.  Speaker^i<gain  I  express  the  sym¬ 
pathy  of  mys^  and  wife  to  Wayne  and 
to  his  famil^n  this  time  of  sorrow. 

Mr.  ML^^ON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlem^  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  g^tleman. 

MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
toySoncur  in  these  expressions  of  s3mi- 


pathy  for  Wayne  Aspinall  and  his 
family. 

The  Aspinalls  and  the  Mahons  for 
years  have  gone  to  the  same  church  and 
we  have  been  good  friends  and  neighbors. 
Mrs.  Aspinall  was  a  charming  and  de¬ 
lightful  person.  She  was  a  very  wonder¬ 
ful  woman,  waim  and  kind  and  thought¬ 
ful.  Mrs.  Mahon  and  I  mourn  her  passing 
and  join  in  words  of  sympathy  for  Mr. 
Aspinall  and  the  surviving  family  at  this 
sad  time.  


PERMISSION  TO  PILE  CONFERENCE 

REPORT  ON  H.R.  11400,  SUPPLE¬ 
MENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  imtil  midnight 
tonight  to  file  a  conference  report  on 
H.R.  11400,  the  second  (supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  91-356) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11400)  “making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  3,  10,  12,  15,  17.  24,  41,  64,  78, 
and  81. 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  1,  2,  9,  14,  19^  20,  21,  25,  26,  28,  30,  32, 
34,  35,  36  37,  45,  47,  49,  50,  52,  57,  59,  61, 
63,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  71,  72,  73,  74.  75, 
79,  80.  82,  83,  84,  85,  86,  88,  and  89,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$5,450,000";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,850,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to, the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$45,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$45,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  44,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  foUows: 

“DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

“For  grants  and  loans  for  nonprofit  private 
facilities  pursuant  to  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Medical  Facilities  Construction  A(jt 
of  1968  (Public  Law  90-457),  $15,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended.” 
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And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  48 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  48,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  propweed  by  said 
amendment  insert: 

“DEPARTMENT  OP  DEFENSE - CIVIL 

“DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  ARMY 

“CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS - CIVIL 

“FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  COASTAL  EMERGENCIES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Flood  con¬ 
trol  and  coastal  emergencies’,  $25,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  76 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  76,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$265,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  77 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  77,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$170,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  4,  6,  7,  8, 
11,  13,  16,  27,  29,  31,  33,  38,  39,  40,  42,  43,  46, 
51,  53,  54.  55.  56,  58,  60,  62,  87,  90,  91,  and  92. 
George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Joe  L.  Evins, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

,  Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Frank  Bow, 

Charles  R.  Jona.s, 

E.  A.  Cederberg, 

Glenn  R.  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Richard  B,  Russell, 

John  O.  Pastore, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disiagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  11400)  making  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments,  namely: 

TITLE  I 

Military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia 
Department  of  Defense — Military 

Amendment  No.  1:  Appropriates  $21,500,- 
000  for  “Military  personnel.  Navy”  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  Instead  of  $14,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $146,000,- 
000  for  “Military  personnel,  Air  Force”  as 
projxDsed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $115,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Deletes  language  for 
“Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps” 
proposed  by  the  Senate  providing  for  $8,910,- 
000  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

TITLE  n 

Chapter  I — Department  of  Agriculture 

Amendment  No.  4:  Reported  in  technloal 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  provision  of  $4,000,000 
for  “Soil  Conservation  Service,  flood  preven¬ 
tion”  for  emergency  flood  prevention  meas¬ 
ures. 
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Chapter  II — Department  of  Defense — Military 

Amendment  No.  6:  Appropriates  $5,450,000 
for  "Reserve  personnel.  Marine  Corps”  In¬ 
stead.  of  $6,400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
and  $4,500,000  as  iwoposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Reported  In  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  ■will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  to  provide  for  $500,000  for  “Op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps”  'to 
be  derived  by  transfer. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  ■will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  to  provide  $1,500,000  for  "Opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance,  Army  National 
Guard”  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
■the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  ■the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  ■to  provide  $2,000,000  for  "Opera¬ 
tion  and  maln^tenanoe.  Air  National  Guard” 
■to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

Amendment  No.  9:  Strikes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Chapter  III — District  of  Columbia 

Amendment  No.  10:  Dele^tes  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  to  appropriate  $18,736,000  in  Federal 
funds  for  “Ijoans  ix>  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  capital  outlay”. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  In  the  Senate  amendment  extending 
the  availability  of  funds  under  “Public  safe¬ 
ty”  for  the  Department  of  Corrections  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Deletes  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  to  appropriate  $18,736,000  for  “Capital 
outlay”  for  the  District’s  share  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  basic  subway  system. 

Chapter  IV — Foreign  operations 

Amendment  No.  13:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  $2,700,000  for  "Assistance  to 
Refugees  in  the  United  States”  shall  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  instead  of  by  direct  appro¬ 
priation  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $160,000,- 
000  for  “Subscription  to  the  International 
Development  Association”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Chapter  V — Independent  offices 

Amendment  No.  15:  Appropriates  $500,000 
for  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  for 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  telecommunications” 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $777,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
make  $100,000  of  the  funds  provided  for  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Deletes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  to  authorize  the  Na¬ 
tional  Science  Foundation  to  purchase  one 
aircraft. 

Amendment  No.  18:  Appropriates  $2,850,- 
000  for  the  Selective  Service  System  instead 
of  $2,573,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,139,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Appropriates  $276,600,- 
000  for  the  Veterans  Administration  for 
“Compensation  and  pensions”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $179,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $89,200,- 
000  for  the  Veterans  Administration  for  "Re¬ 
adjustment  benefits”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $14,200,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 


Amendment  No.  21 :  Appropriates  $53,800,- 
000  for  the  Veterans  Administration  for 
"Medical  care”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $46,189,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House, 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development 

Amendments  Nos.  22  and  23 :  Authorize  an 
increase  of  $45,000,000  for  annual  contract 
authorization  for  homeownershlp  assistance 
instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate:  and  authorize  $45,000,000  for  rental 
housing  assistance  instead  of  $40,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $50,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  24:  Deletes  item  proposed 
by  the  Senate  to  appropriate  an  additional 
$1,000,000  .for  "Fair  housing  program.” 

Chapter  VI — Department  of  the  Interior 

Amendment  No.  25:  Appropriates  $2,781,- 
000  for  “Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  education 
and^  welfare  services”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Appropriates  $2,700,- 
000  for  "Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  resources 
management”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $2,769,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  27:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting 
language  making  $150,000  available  until 
September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  28:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage  for  a  repayable  advance  to  the  land 
and  water  conservation  fund  in  the  amoimt 
of  $19,000,000. 

Amendment  No.  29:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropri¬ 
ating  $950,000  for  “Office  of  Territories,  ad¬ 
ministration  of  territories”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate, 

Amendment  No.  30:  Appropriates  $2,242,- 
000  for  "Gecfiogical  Survey,  surveys,  investi¬ 
gations,  and  research”  as  proposed  by  the 
Sena^te  instead  of  $2,092,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  31:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropri¬ 
ating  $750,000  for  "Biireau  of  Mines,  health 
and  safety”,  to  remain  available  until  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Appropriates  $10,000,- 
000  for  the  “Helium  Fund”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $5,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  33:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
conciir  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting 
language  extending  the  availability  of  $250,- 
000  of  the  total  amount  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  34:  Appropriates  $400,000 
for  “Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 
construction”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  35:  Appropriates  $2,366,- 
000  for  "National  Park  Service,  management 
and  protection”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $2,479,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $1,103,- 
000  for  “National  Park  Service,  construction” 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $100,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  37:  Appropriates  $24,374,- 
000  for  “Forest  Service,  Forest  protection  and 
utilization”  as  proEK>sed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $25,028,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  38:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting 
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language  which  makes  $460,000  available 
until  September  30,  1969, 

Amendment  No.  39:  Reported  in  ■technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  ■will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  inserting 
language  making  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises 
of  money,  and  other  property  received  prior 
■to  September  1,  1969,  available  for  matching 
Federal  contributions. 

Chapter  VII — Department  of  Labor 
Amendment  No.  40:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  ■to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  appropriating  $7,500,000  for 
“Manpower  development  and  training  activi¬ 
ties,  Manpower  Administration,”  instead  of 
$10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare 

Amendment  No.  41 :  Deletes  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  ■to  appropriate  $20,280,000  for  “Higher 
educational  activities.  Office  of  Education.” 

Amendment  No.  42:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  appropriating  $3,920,000  for 
“Higher  educational  activities.  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation”  instead  of  $11,161,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  language  distributing  the 
$20,280,000  profxised  by  the  Senate  in  Amend¬ 
ment  No.  41  and  will  pro-vide  that  the  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  for  annual  interest 
grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the 
Higher  Educational  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended. 

Amendment  No.  43:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  funds  appropriated  for  “Ctom- 
prehensive  health  planning  and  services”. 
Public  Health  Service,  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969. 

Amendment  No.  44:  Appropriates  $15,000,- 
000  for  “District  of  Columbia  medical  facil¬ 
ities”,  Public  Health  Service,  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  45:  Appropriates  an  ad¬ 
ditional  amount  of  $21,200,000  to  be  derived 
from  social  security  trust  funds  for  “Limita¬ 
tion  on  salaries  and  expenses”.  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Administration. 

Chapter  VIII — Legislative  branch 
Amendment  No.  46:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  appropriat¬ 
ing  $30,000  for  the  beneficiary  of  a  deceased 
Senator,  language  relating  to  the  clejk-hire 
of  Senators,  and  $126,900  for  Senate  “In¬ 
quiries  and  investigations.” 

Chapter  IX — Public  works 
Amendment  No.  47:  Inserts  chapter  num¬ 
ber  and  heading. 

Amendment  No.  48:  Appropriates  $25,000,- 
000  for  “Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of 
Engineers — Civil,  Flood  control  and  coastal 
emergencies”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
Amendment  No.  49 :  Inserts  heading  and 
appropriates  $45,000,000  for  “Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  Plant  and  capital  equipment” 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Chapter  X — Departments  of  State,  Justice, 
and  Commerce,  the  judiciary  and  related 
agencies 

Amendment  No.  50 :  Changes  chapter  num¬ 
ber. 

Department  of  Justice 
Amendment  No.  51 :  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  •will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $40,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 
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Amendment  No.  52:  Appropriates  $1,277,000 
for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  ac¬ 
tivities”  as  proposed  by  tlie  Senate  Instead  of 
$1,314,000  as  proposed  by  tbe  Hoiise. 

Amendment  No.  53;  Beported  In  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  oflfer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $101,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  54:  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $162,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  55 :  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  port  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $737,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Department  of  Commerce 

Amendment  No.  56:  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  tlie  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  in¬ 
creases  the  amount  available  for  retirement 
pay  of  commissioned  officers  as  provided  in 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Environmental  Sci¬ 
ence  Services”. 

The  Judiciary 

Amendment  No.  57:  Appropriates  $1,948,- 
000  for  “Salaries  of  judges”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $1,975,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  58 :  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $205,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  59:  Inserts  heading  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  60:  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  ap¬ 
propriates  $850,000  for  “Fees  and  expenses 
of  court-appointed  counsel”  for  the  fiscal 
year  1968. 

Amendment  No.  61:  Appropriates  $850,000 
for  “Pees  and  expenses  of  court-appointed 
counsel”  for  fiscal  year  1969,  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  62;  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
makes  $10,000  available  until  September  30, 
1969. 

Chapter  XI — Department  of  Transportation 

Amendment  No.  63:  Changes  chapter 
number. 

Amendment  No.  64 :  Deletes  proposal  of  the 
Senate  to  appropriate  $2,000,000  to  remain 
available  until  December  31,  1969,  for  “Office 
of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses”. 

Chapter  XII — Treasury  Department 

Amendment  No.  65 :  Changes  chapter 
number. 

Amendment  No.  66:  Appropriates  $470,000 
for  “U.S.  Secret  Service,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Amendment  No.  67:  Appropriates  $100,000 
for  “Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  salaries 
and  expenses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $107,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  68:  Appropriates  $147,000 
for  “National  Security  Council,  salaries  and 
expenses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  Instead 
of  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Chapter  XIII — Claims  and  Judgments 

Amendment  No.  69:  Changes  chapter 
number. 


Amendments  Nos.  70  and  71:  Appropri¬ 
ate  $18,188,688  for  claims  and  judgements 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $16,- 
880,812  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

TITLE  nl - INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Amendment  No.  72:  Appropriates  $2,699,- 
602  for  various  Senate  items. 

Amendment  No.  73:  Appropriates  $174,- 
000  for  "Senate  office  buildings”  and  $6,500 
for  “Senate  garage”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  74:  Appropriates  $2,114,- 
000  for  “General  Accoimtlng  Office,  salaries 
and  expenses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $2,214,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  75:  Appropriates  $2,000,- 
000  for  “Consumer  and  Marketing  Service, 
consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regu¬ 
latory  programs”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $2,300,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  76;  Appropriates  $265,000,- 
000  for  “Military  personnel.  Army”,  instead  of 
$230,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$300,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  77:  Appropriates  $170,- 
000,000  for  “Military  i>ersonnel.  Navy”,  in¬ 
stead  of  $160,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $198,700,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  78:  Appropriates  $45,000,- 
000  for  “Military  personnel.  Marine  Corp>s”, 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $61,- 
500,000  as  prop>osed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  79:  Appropriates  $267,- 
600,000  for  “Military  personnel,  Air  Force”, 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $214,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  80:  Appropriates  $16,- 
400,000  for  “National  Guard  personnel. 
Army”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$13,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  81;  Deletes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  providing  for  transfer 
of  $3,600,000  to  “Operation  and  maintenance. 
Defense  agencies”.' 

Amendment  No.  82:  Provides  $1,100,000  for 
“Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers — Civil,  General  expenses”  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Construction,  general”,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  Instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  bv 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  83,  84,  85,  and  86:  De¬ 
lete  and  Insert  certain  language  for  “Indian 
health  activities”  regarding  the  transfer  from 
reserves  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364  fw  pay  increase  costs  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  87:  Beported  in  techni¬ 
cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  authorize  release  of  $4,000  reserved  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  P.L.  90-364  for  the 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Cor¬ 
poration  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  88:  Appropriates  $41000 
for  “Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission, 
salaries  and  expenses”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $32,000  as  projx)sed  by  the 
House. 

Appropriates  $400,000 
for  National  Labor  Belations  Board,  Sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses”  as  propyosed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Instead  of  $250,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

title  rv - LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  197  0 

BUDGET  OUTLAYS 

Amendment  No.  90:  Beported  in  technical 
disagreement.  A  motion  will  be  offered  to 
Insert  a  conference  substitute  for  both  the 
House  and  Senate  versions.  The  Senate 
struck  the  House  version. 

The  conference  substitute  will  impose  an 
overall  ceiling  on  expenditures  and  net  lend- 
Ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  government  dur-' 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1970.  As  agreed  to  by  the 
conferees,  the  initial  celling  stated  in  the 


July  8,  1969 

provision  is  $191,900,000,000 — or  $1,000,000,000 
below  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and  also 
$1,000,000,000  below  the  revised  projection 
of  1970  budget  outlays  announced  by  the 
President  on  April  12  and  summarized  in 
the  Beview  of  the  1970  Budget  released  April 
15,  and  appearing  in  the  Congressional  Bec- 
ord  of  April  16,  at  pages  E2993-2996. 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
House  language  that  would  operate  contin¬ 
uously  to  adjust  the  ceiling,  as  appropriate, 
to  comport  with  the  estimated  budget  outlay 
effect  or  specific  congressional  actions  or  in¬ 
actions  in  appropriation  bills  or  other  bills 
having  an  impact  on  the  April  15  budgetary 
proposals.  The  conferees  have  added  lan¬ 
guage  to  this  part  of  the  provision  to  also 
make  it  clear  that  other  actions  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  would  operate  to  adjust  the  ceiling  in 
like  fashion.  These  budgetary  and  other  ac¬ 
tions  would  result  in  adjustments  of  the 
ceiling  whether  Initiated  by  the  President 
or  by  the  Congress. 

And  language  is  included  to  provide  that 
net  reductions  made  through  specific  con¬ 
gressional  actions  or  Inactions  in  the  various 
spending  bills  will  count  toward  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  $1  billion  expenditure  reduction 
rather  than  being  in  addition  to  it. 

The  conference  agreement  makes  two  ad¬ 
justments  to  the  original  House  provision. 
One  is  the  addition,  as  subsection  (b) ,  of  a 
limited  lump-sum  exemption  to  the  celling 
figure.  This  exemption  would  permit  the 
President  after  notification  in  writing  to  the 
Congress  stating  his  reasons  therefor,  to 
adjust  the  ceiling  figure  by  an  aggregate 
amount  not  exceeding  $2,000,000,000  in  re¬ 
spect  to  variations  in  estimates  for  items 
enumerated  in  subsection  (b)  upon  his  de¬ 
termination  that  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  for  the  enumerated 
items  will  vary  from  the  estimates  on  which 
the  $192.9  billion  April  15  executive  budget 
projection  is  based.  The  enumerated  items  in 
all  Instances  involve  objects  and  programs 
for  which  the  budget  outlays  arise  out  of 
appropriations  or  other  authority,  or  relate 
to  estimated  receipts  that  operate  to  offset 
budget  outlays,  that  do  not  require  current 
action  by  the  Congress — -in  other  words,  per¬ 
manent  appropriations  or  other  spending 
authority  contained  in  basic  law,  or  actions 
or  inactions  that  operate  otherwise  to  de¬ 
termine  budget  outlays  under  the  imified 
budget  concept. 

The  other  adjustment  to  the  original  House 
provision  is  the  $1  billion  reduction.  The 
House  bill  made  no  reduction;  it  was  di¬ 
rected  primarily  to  securing  focus  on  and 
ceiling  control  of  all  spending,  not  primarily 
to  the  expenditure  reduction. 

Contrast  of  conference  agreement  with 
House  and  Senate  versions 

The  House  version  is  explained  in  con¬ 
siderable  detail  beginning  on  page  118  of 
H.  Beport  91-252.  The  Senate  Committee 
version  was  modified  in  some  particulars  on 
the  floor,  but  the  basic  thrust  and  key  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  Senate  version  are  explained  on 
page  47  of  S.  Beport  91-228.  Briefly; 

The  House  Provision  was  all-encompass¬ 
ing;  it  contained  no  exemptions.  And  it  did 
not  seek  to  make  a  blanket  reduction  in  the 
projected  budget  outlay  total. 

The  thrust  of  the  House  provision  was  to 
put  the  control  of  total  spending  in  the  hands 
of  Congress,  adjustable  only  by  the  Congress. 

The  Senate  provision,  unlike  the  House 
provision,  did  not  put  a  celling  on  total 
budget  outlays.  The  Senate  provision  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  celling  over  half  of  pro¬ 
jected  expenditures  and  net  lending — about 
$111.7  billion  on  the  basis  of  currently  esti¬ 
mated  amounts.  And  the  Senate  provision 
would  have  Imposed  a  reduction  of  at  least 
$1,900,000,000  in  the  non-exempted  areas  of 
the  budget,  that  is,  against  areas  involving 
budget  outlays  of  about  $81.2  billion  as  pro- 
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jected  In  the  April  15  review.  It  would,  in 
turn,  have  fixed  a  firm  statutory  ceiling  of 
$79.3  billion  on  budget  outlays  in  the  non- 
exempted  areas.  In  the  exempted  Items, 
budget  outlays  could  rise  as  high  as  the 
requirements  were  determined  to  be.  The 
President  would  have  to  make  the  necessary 
reductions  to  the  extent  the  Congress, 
through  its  budgetary  actions  during  the 
session,  did  not  achieve  the  $1,900,000,000 
figure. 

The  conference  agreement  would  likewise 
require  the  President  to  make  any  reduc¬ 
tions  necessary  to  achieve  the  $1,000,000,000 
cut  to  the  extent  Congress,  through  its 
budgetary  actions  during  the  session,  did  not 
do  so. 

Since  the  conference  agreement  sets  a 
comprehensive  ceiling  which  would  be  con¬ 
tinuously  adjustable  based  on  congressional 
actions  or  inactions  on  budgetary  proposals 
whether  Initiated  by  the  President  or  by  the 
Congress  and  whether  or  not  inside  or  out¬ 
side  the  April  15  budget  review  totals,  there 
is  no  necessity  to  exempt  any  area  of  the 
budget  that  Congress  normally  acts  upon 
each  year.  Approval  of  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  to  meet  existing  unbudgeted  re¬ 
quirements  would  be  the  basis  for  a  corre¬ 
sponding  adjustment  in  the  ceiling  on  budget 
outlays.  ^ 

But  the  situation  is  different  where  addi¬ 
tional  budget  outlays — not  contemplated  in 
the  April  15  budget  review  or  found  prac¬ 
ticable  within  the  $191.9  billion  ceiling  fig¬ 
ure — arise  in  respect  to  programs  and  items 
on  which.  Congress  does  not  act  annually 
to  supply  the  appropriation  or  other  outlay 
authority.  These  are  mainly  the  so-called 
permanent  authorizations  that  each  year 
automatically  stem  from  various  basic  laws 
and  thus  are  not  acted  upon  in  the  annual 
bills.  It  is  for  a  limited  number  of  these 
instances — instances  involving  generally 
large  sums  and  where  it  is  difficult  to  make 
accurate  projections — that  the  conferees 
have  made  provision,  in  subsection  (b),  for 
the  President,  if  he  finds  it  necessary  and 
so  notifies  Congress,  to  allow  the  increased 
expenditures  above  the  related  estimates  on 
which  the  $191.9  billion  April  15  budget  was 
based.  The  conference  agreement  puts  a  dol¬ 
lar  limit  of  $2,000,000,000  on  how  far  the 
President  can  go  in  so  adjusting  the  ceiling. 

The  items  in  respect  to  which  the  Presi¬ 
dential  adjusting  authority  could  operate  if 
fotmd  necessary  are: 

On  page  16  of  the  budget: 

(1)  items  designated  “Social  security. 
Medicare,  and  other  social  insurance  trust 
funds”; 

(2)  the  appropriation  “National  service 
life  insurance  (trust  fund)”  included  in  the 
items  designated  “Veterans  pensions,  com¬ 
pensation,  and  insurance”: 

(3)  the  item  “Interest”:  and 

(4)  the  item  “Farm  price  supfKirts  (Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation)  ”. 

Decline  of  receipts  (credited  in  the  budget 
against  expenditures  and  net  lending)  de¬ 
rived  from — 

(1)  sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs 
administered  by  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment,  the  Veterans  Administration,  and 
the  Small  Business  Administration;  and 

(2)  leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf. 

Subsection  (c)  of  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  retains  the  House  provision  in  respect 
to  i>erlodic  executive  reports  on  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  ceiling  provision. 

Limitation  on  numbers  of  civilian  employees 

Amendment  No.  91:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  Managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  re¬ 
pealing  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  which  placed  limita¬ 
tions  on  filling  of  vacancies  in  certain  full¬ 


time  permanent  civilian  positions  in  the  gov¬ 
ernment  and  on  the  number  of  temporary 
and  part-time  employees  in  certain  govern¬ 
ment  agencies. 

In  Section  201  itself,  and  in  subsequent 
enactments  in  the  last  session.  Congress  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  limitations  and  restrictions 
about  one-third  of  the  government’s  full¬ 
time  permanent  positions  and  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  government’s  temporary  and 
part-time  positions. 

While  Section  201  was  adopted  as  part  of 
an  economizing  measure,  the  conferees  are 
agreed  that  its  impact  is,  in  some  cases,  con¬ 
trary  to  efforts  to  economize.  The  weight  of 
the  evidence  is  clear:  It  has  cost  much  more 
than  it  has  saved,  not  only  in  cases  where 
dollar  losses  through  operation  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  can  be  identified  and  estimated,  but  also 
in  many  other  less  measurable  instances 
through  the  introduction  of  imbalances  and 
inefficiences  into  day-to-day  administration. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  costly  overtime  work. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  a  large  loss  of  internal  revenue  collections 
to  the  Treasury. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  inefficient  utilization  of  personnel. 

Particulars  in  these  respects  are  cited  in 
H.  Reports  91-264  and  265,  on  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  for  the  Departments  of  Treasury, 
Post  Office,  and  Agriculture,  and  in  S.  Report 
91-228  on  this  Second  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Bill. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  costly  and  impractical  conse¬ 
quences  of  operations  under  section  201,  is 
embarked  on  a  suspension  plan  for  every 
agency  as  the  appropriation  bills  are  re¬ 
ported.  The  House  has  already  suspended 
Section  201  with  respect  to  the  Departments 
of  Treasury,  Post  Office,  Agriculture.  HUD, 
and  many  Independent  agencies  during  the 
fiscal  year  1970.  The  motion  to  be  offered 
would  repeal  the  section  altogether. 

Congress  will,  of  course,  continue  to  con¬ 
trol  federal  employment  through  the  tradi¬ 
tional  appropriations  process  by  providing  or 
withholding  appropriations  for  salaries. 

Availability  of  funds 

Amendment  No.  92 :  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  in  order  to 
validate  obligations  incurred  between  July  1, 
1969  and  five  days  following  approval  of  the 
Act. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Joe  L.  Evins, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

E.  a.  Cederberg, 

Glenn  R.  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


APPOINTMENT  OP  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.'11582,  TREASURY  AND  POST 
OFFICE  DEPARTMENTS,  THE  EX¬ 
ECUTIVE  OFFICE  OP  THE  PRESI¬ 
DENT,  AND  CERTAIN  INDE¬ 
PENDENT  AGENCIES  APROPRIA- 
TTONS,  1970 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  11582)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Treasury  and  Post 
OfHce  Departments,  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President,  and  certain  independ¬ 
ent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1970,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Senate  amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 


H562< 


agree  to  the  conference  asked 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objeciflon  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  The  Chair  hears  non^  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conforms:  Messrs. 
Steed,  Passman,  Addabbo,  Odhelan,  Ma¬ 
hon,  Conte,  Robison,  Boards  of  Ala¬ 
bama,  and  Bow. 


STATE  OF  WASHINGTON  AND  NA¬ 
TION  WELCOME  WITHDRAWN 

VIETNAM  VICTERANS 

(Mr.  PELL'’^sked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  aduress  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  ty  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  ^LLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  a 
histori^l  day  for  the  State  of  Washing¬ 
ton  ^d  for  our  Nation  as  the  first  con¬ 
tingent  of  our  military  forces  arrives  at 
(Chord  Air  Force  Base  near  Tacoma, 
i.,  from  Vietnam.  This  is  the  first 
^group  in  President  Nixon’s  planned  with¬ 
drawal  of  U.S.  forces  from  Vietnam. 

This  arrival  at  McChord  tonight  is  a 
graphic  demonstration  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  concern  and  commitment  to  end¬ 
ing  this  terrible  and  tragic  war,  and  it  is 
the  hope  of  all  of  us  that  the  President’s 
schedule  for  bringing  our  troops  home 
cannot  only  continue  but  move  ahead  of 
plans. 

Meanwhile,  Mr.  Speaker,  city  and  State 
oflBcials  will  conduct  a  welcoming  cere¬ 
mony  in  Seattle  Thui’sday  for  these  re¬ 
turning  military  men.  I  have  been  invited 
to  attend  this  affair,  but  the  press  of 
legislative  business  keeps  me  here  in 
Washington,  D.C.  Yet,  I  am  sure  I  speak 
for  all  Members  of  the  House  when  I  say 
that  our  heartiest  welcome  goes  to  these 
men  with  our  deepest  hope  that  this  war 
can  be  brought  to  a  swift  conclusion  and 
that  all  our  young  men  can  be  returned 
home. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
INTERSTATE  AND  FOREIGN  COM¬ 
MERCE  TO  SIT  DURING  GENERAL 
DEBATE  TODAY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  may 
be  permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
'day. 

^^e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
th\  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Okl^oma? 

Th^  was  no  objection. 

changeW  legisla’tive  program 

(Mr.  ALbS^T  asked  and  was  given 
permission  tcrsgddress  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ALBERT,  ft^r.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  to  advise  the^ouse  that  upon  the 
request  of  our  colle^ue  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  (Mns,  Aspinall)  ,  the 
chairman  of  the  Cominittee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  Houte  Joint  Reso¬ 
lution  247,  relating  to  th\  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  national  park  ^stem,  and 
H.R.  471,  to  hold  in  tnist  certain  lands 
for  the  Pueblo  de  Taos  Indlan^in  New 
Mexico,  scheduled  for  considera^pn  on 
Wednesday  or  the  balance  of  theNyeek, 
will  not  be  called  up  this  week. 
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^  \  COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

iJir.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  470)  and 
ask  f^its  immediate  consideration. 

The  ^lerk  I'ead  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  470 

Resolved,  "feat  the  remainder  of  the 
Ninety-first  C^gress,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  shall^e  composed  of  thirty-four 
members 

The  resolution  w^agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reco^ider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

ELECTION  TO  COMTi&TTEE  ON 
AGRICULTURI 

Mr.  MTT.TB.  Mr.  Speaker, Nl  offer  a 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  ^1)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  considerate 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  a\fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  471 

Resolved,  That  John  Melcher,  of  Montandy 
be,  and  be  is  hereby,  elected  to  the  standing ' 
committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  Agriculture. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

DR.  JOHN  H.  KNOWLES 

(Mr.  HUNT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  several 
weeks  a  controversy  has  been  raging 
over  a  well-known  doctor  from  Boston, 
John  H.  Knowles.  I  note  that  Dr. 
Knowles  is  now  using  the  news  media 
to  further  expound  his  beliefs.  I  do  not 
doubt  that  Dr.  Knowles  is  a  good  physi¬ 
cian,  but  I  do  question  his  knowledge  in¬ 
sofar  as  politics  is  concerned.  He  now 
makes  an  undignified  attack  upon  Pres¬ 
ident  Nixon,  and  I  am  constrained  at 
this  time  to  say  that  I  am  now  sure 
President  Nixon  was  correct  when  he 
rejected  Dr.  Knowles,  because  Knowles 
looks  like  a  fence  sitter  to  me.  He  is  even 
an  expert  on  Vietnam  now;  in  fact,  he  is 
an  expiert  on  everything.  I  suggest  he  join 
Mr.  Nader  and  Lauren  Bacall,  because 
with  the  three  of  them  together  we  will/ 
not  need  a  Congress  or  a  President — the 
would  effectually  rim  the  Nation  at  tMir 
own  whim  without  regard  for  ethi^  or 
virtue. 

AUTHORIZING  APPROPMATIONS 
FOR  PRCX)UREMENT  OF/VESSELS, 
ETC.,  FOR  THE  COAST/GUARD 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to/take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  hifi  (H.R.  4153)  to 
authorize  appropri^ons  for  procure¬ 
ment  of  vessels  ana  aircraft  and  con¬ 
struction  of  shore  and  offshore  estab¬ 
lishments  for  tyk  Coast  Guard,  with  a 
Senate  amen^ent  thereto,  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk4ead  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Ch^k  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  a^ollows: 

Page/l,  line  9,  strike  out  “(13)”  and  In 
sert  "#1 )  ■■ 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
In. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

STRENGTHENING  THE  UNEMPLOY¬ 
MENT  INSURANCE  SYSTEM— MES¬ 
SAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OP 

THE  UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC. 

NO.  91-135) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
which  was  read  and,  without  objection, 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

The  best  time  to  strengthen  our  un¬ 
employment  insurance  system  is  dm’ing 
a  period  of  relatively  full  employment. 
The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  sending  to 
le  Congress  today  proposed  legislation 
toN^xtend  imemployment  insurance  to 
4,8mk000  workers  not  now  covered;  to 
end  she  shortsighted  restrictions  that 
stand  In  the  way  of  needed  retrainiog 
efforts ;  and  to  add  a  Federal  progpam 
automati^ly  extending  the  duratium  of 
benefits  in^eriods  of  high  unemploy¬ 
ment. 

There  are  tllree  principles  ^  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  we  m^e  to  mak^he  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  system/'esponsive  to 
our  times. 

Unemployment  inshimdce  is  an  earned 
benefit.  When  a  man^vered  by  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  is  working,  the  em¬ 
ployer  pays  a  tax  oyf  his  wges  to  insure 
against  the  day  wjnen  the  elnployee  may 
be  between  jobmrhat  insur^ce  is  like 
a  mandatory  mnge  benefit;  iPsis  insur¬ 
ance  boughtXn  the  employee’s\behalf, 
and  the  wm^er  therefore  is  enti^d  to 
the  benefijis  he  receives  when  he  iss^- 
employ^  Accordingly,  there  is  no  de¬ 
meaning  of  human  dignity,  no  feeling 
bein^'en  the  dole,”  when  the  insurec 
worj^ev  receives  benefits  due. 

Inemployment  insurance  is  one  of  the 
memost  examples  of  creative  Federal¬ 
'S  tate  partnership.  Although  the  system 
was  created  by  Federal  law,  most  deci¬ 
sions  about  the  natm’e  of  the  program  are 
left  to  the  States,  which  administer  the 
system  with  State  employees.  This  makes 
the  system  far  more  flexible  and  attuned 
to  local  needs  and  special  circumstances 
of  local  economies. 

Unemployment  insurance  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  stabilizer.  If,  for  example  the 
economy  were  ever  to  slow  and  unem¬ 
ployment  were  to  rise,  this  program 
automatically  would  act  to  sustain  per¬ 
sonal  income.  This  would  help  prevent 
a  downturn  from  gathering  momentum 
resulting  from  declines  in  purchasing 
power.  When  employment  Is  at  a  high 
level,  and  greater  stimulation  of  con¬ 
sumer  demand  is  unwanted,  relatively 
little  money  flows  into  the  economy  from 
unemployment  insurance. 

With  these  principles  in  mind,  I  am 
making  these  recommendations  for  both 
Federal  and  State  action : 


1.  We  should  act  together  to  extend 
unemployment  protection  to  more  em¬ 
ployees,  including  many  highly  vulner^ 
able  to  layoffs  who  are  not  now  covere 

2.  The  States  should  make  certain  tlmt 
workers  throughout  the  United  Sil^tes 
receive  enough  money  for  a  long  mough 
period  of  time  to  sustain  them  w})!fle  they 
seek  new  jobs. 

3.  We  should  end  the  restrtfetions  im¬ 
posed  by  almost  half  the  States  on  pay¬ 
ments  to  unemployed  w^^kers  under¬ 
going  retraining  and,  in^ad,  follow  the 
lead  of  those  States  ^hich  encourage 
retraining. 

4.  We  should  bett^  protect  the  invest¬ 
ment  made  on  behalf  of  the  insured  by 
seeing  to  it  that  J(ne  funds  are  paid  only 
to  those  who  siyuld  receive  them. 

5.  We  shoim  increase  the  responsive¬ 
ness  of  the ^stem  to  major  changes  in 
national  economic  conditions. 

6.  We  ^ould  strengthen  the  financing 
of  the  ^stem  w'hich  presently  discrimi¬ 
nates /against  the  low-wage  worker  and 
the  5<!eady  employer. 

1.  PROTECTING  MORE  EMPLOYEES 

''Over  57  million  workers  are  protected 
oy  unemployment  insurance.  However, 
almost  17  million  are  not  covered:  more 
than  half  of  these  are  employees  of  State 
and  local  governments.  The  last  exten¬ 
sion  of  coverage  was  enacted  during  the 
Eisenhower  Administration,  when  6  mil¬ 
lion  additional  workers  were  included; 
there  is  a  clear  social  need  today  to  cover 
as  many  more  employees  as  we  can. 

I  propose  that  an  additional  4.8  mil¬ 
lion  workers  be  covered  by  unemploy¬ 
ment  insurance.  These  include: 

— 1,600,000  workers  in  small  firms  with 
less  than  four  employees; , 

— 400,000  on  large  farms  employing 
four  or  more  workers  in  each  of  20 
weeks; 

— 200,000  in  agricultural  processing 
activities; 

— 1,800,000  in  non-profit  organiza¬ 
tions; 

— 600,000  in  State  hospitals  and  uni¬ 
versities; 

— 200,000  salesmen,  delivery  trades¬ 
men,  and  others  who  are  not  cur¬ 
rently  defined  as  employees, 
lese  4,800,000  workers  are  in  real 
nedS  of  protection  against  miemploy- 
menCyMany  of  them  are  low  wage  work¬ 
ers  wN)  little  job  security  and  no  pros¬ 
pect  of^rmination  pay  if  they  are  laid 
off. 

Tlie  presHnt  gaps  in  coverage  work  a 
disproportiomte  hardship  on  minority 
workers,  since\  higher  percentage  of  the 
4,800,000  are  noWhite,  compared  to  the 
entire  labor  force> 

To  cushion  the  Immediate  impact  of 
this  extension  on  enmloyers,  I  recom¬ 
mend  that  States  be  ^-mitted  to  lower 
the  tax  rates  on  newly^vered  employ¬ 
ers  until  such  time  as  a\(ecord  of  em¬ 
ployment  experience  can  be^^ompiled  to 
determine  what  their  true  raNshould  be. 

With  the  passage  of  this  l^islation, 
the  majority  of  those  remainingymcov- 
ered  will  be  employees  of  State  ank  local 
governments.  I  urge  the  States  ank  lo¬ 
calities  to  take  action,  in  the  liglw^f 
their  local  circumstances,  to  indue 
their  own  employees  in  unemployment 
Insurance  coverage. 
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)th  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  second  supplemental 
bill.  Senate  committee  reported  environmentaXquality  policy  bill 
Calif,  disaster  relief  bill. 


HOUSE 


1„  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Senate  received  and  both  Houses  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.  R.  11400,  the  second  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  for  1969,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  di sagreemi-nt .  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President.  pp.  H5733-40,  S77H6-H02 

On  amendments  in  disagreement  concerning  this  Department  the  House 
concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  providing  $4,000,000  for  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  flood  prevention,  and  the  Senate  amendment  repealing  the  per¬ 
sonnel  limitation  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
(pp.  H5743-44) .  Both  Houses  agreed  to  a  conference  substitute  amendment 
which  would  impose  an  overall  ceiling  on  expenditures  and  net  lending  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1970,  the  initial  ceiling  in  the  provision  being  $191,900, 
000,000  (pp.  H5744-48,  S7794) 


The  Appropriations  committee  was  granted  until  Thur/,  July  10  to  file  a 
report  on  the  Dept,  of  IrV^erior  and  related  agencies  ^appropriation  bill, 
p.  H5732 


WATER  RESOURCES.  The  lnterior\and  Insular  Af f air^Commi ttee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  574,  to  authorizeVhe  Secretary  o^the  Interior  to  engage  in 
feasibility  investigations  of  cei\^ain  water  rysource  developments  (S,  Rept, 
91-358).  p.  H5798 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Af fairs^Commit^e  reported  without  amendment 
S.  38,  to  consent  to  the  upper  Niobra^  ^ver  compact  between  Wyo.  and  Nebr. 
(S.  Rept.  91-359).  p.  H5798 


3.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Passed  as  reported  y.  R.'^508,  to  provide  assistance  to 

Calif,  for  the  reconstruction  of  areas  dama^d  by  recent  storms,  floods,  and 
high  waters  (pp.  H5749-57).  (Seeyuigest  109^or  provisions  of  the  bill  as 
reported . ) 


4.  EDUCATION.  The  Science  and  Aeronautics  Commi tteeNvoted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  H.  R.  ^1542,  to  promote  the  acTyancement  of  science  and 
the  education  of  scientists  through  a  national  progr^  of  institutional  grants 
to  the  colleges  and  universities.  p.  D604 


DAYLIGHT  TIME.  Rep.  M^^ller,  Calif.,  commended  a  publication  which  recognizes 
"the  rewards  of  spa9G  research  that  have  become  a  part  of  O^r  everyday  life." 
pp.  H5760-1 


6.  TAXATION.  Rep. 
leave  tax  refo 


mcinski  suggested  that  the  Senate  "move  on  the  aurtax  and 


rm  cis  a  separate  item."  p.  H5766 


7.  INFLATION.  >Rep.  Reuss  stated  that  the  war  against  inflation  should  fought 
bv  using  Jme  credit  and  cost-push  policy  as  well  as  the  fiscal  and  monetary 
policy. /pp.  H5790-1 


8.  QUARA^INE  STATION.  Rep.  Purcell  announced  his  intention  to  schedule  heariOgs 
on  gL  bill  to  establish  an  international  livestock  quarantine  station  "as  soc 


a/'^  USDA  "can  obtain  clearance  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  present  its 


aews."  p.  H5792 
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None  of  us  need  be  reminded  of  the 
^Soviet  Army’s  invasion  of  Czechoslovakia 
1968  or  that  of  Hungary  in  1956,  in- 
sisgated  by  Moscows’  fears  that  some  ex- 
te^of  deviation  from  the  Kremlin’s  in¬ 
fluence  was  coming  to  the  surface  in 
those  BDuntries . 

But  iiSjre  of  us  do  need  to  be  reminded 
that  the\rartars,  the  Ukrainians,  the 
Latvians,  and  others  within  what  is 
known  as  tnte  U.S.S.R.,  present  an  even 
more  tragic  ^ne  of  subjugation. 

I  urge  Presid^t  Nixon  to  issue  a  decla¬ 
ration  of  supporcSfor  these  captive  peo¬ 
ples  on  the  occasi^  of  the  10th  annual 
Captive  Nations  We^  July  13  to  19. 

I  believe  it  will  be  firing  for  all  Ameri¬ 
cans,  who  feel  a  sense  ^tragedy  when¬ 
ever  human  rights  are  -plated,  to  join 
in  this  recognition  of  peo^e  who  have 
been  subjugated  by  the  ^viet  Union 
Government. 


BIG  BANKS  REPORT  RECOI 
PROFITS 

(Mr.  MIKVA  asked  and  was  giv> 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
minute.) 

Mr.  MIKVA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  impact 
of  an  8y2  percent  prime  lending  rate  has 
only  begun  to  press  on  the  homebuyer 
and  the  consumer-borrower.  Even  before 
last  month’s  bite  has  been  fully  digested, 
the  banks  are  already  talking  about  grab¬ 
bing  some  more. 

’This  would  be  bad  enough  if  the  banks 
were  hurting  profltwise  and  turned  to 
higher  interest  rates  to  solve  their  prob¬ 
lems.  Instead,  the  banks  are  laughing  all 
the  way  to  the  bank  with  record  profits 
dollamise,  percentagewise,  and  every- 
wise.  That  small  outfit  known  as  the  J.  P. 
Morgan  &  Co.,  Inc.,  showed  an  11-per 
cent  increase  in  profits  for  the  second 
quarter  of  this  year  alone.  Secretary 
of  the  T’l'easury  Kennedy’s  former  bank. 
Continental  Illinois,  had  a  first  half  net 
profit  of  $29  million,  up  almost  $3  million 
from  last  year  for  a  10.7-percent  in¬ 
crease.  Manufacturers  Hanover  Corp. 
had  a  whopping  21 -percent  increase 
in  profits  the  first  half  of  this  year  over 
the  first  half  of  last  year. 

The  New  York  Times  of  Yesterday  im¬ 
ported  that  the  bankers  are  gener^ly 
pleased  with  the  profit  showings  but  a 
bit  apprehensive  that  the  feport^could 
provide  fuel  for  controversy  in  Congress. 
I  can  only  hope  that  there  aiyf  grounds 
for  the  apprehensiveness.  Ayxhis  point, 
the  banks  seem  to  have  Imle  to  worry 
about — aside  from  the  Met  that  they 
might  wreck  the  whole  ^onomy  in  their 
avarice. 

ADDITIONAl  ^LEGISLATIVE 
PR,^  GRAM 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Ml*.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

’The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  101] 


tal  region,  and  to  further  the  objectives 
the  National  Capital  Transportation  Act 
1965  (79  Stat.  663)  and  Public  Law  89^(74 
(80  Stat.  1324). 

S.  2276.  An  act  to  extend  for  1  ye^r  the 
authorization  for  reseai'ch  relatlng^^  fuels 
and  vehicles  under  the  provlslo^  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 


Anderson,  Ill. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Michel 

Andrews, 

Dei-winski 

Morton 

N.  Dak. 

Diggs 

Mosher 

Ashbrook 

Edwards,  Calif. 

O’Neal.  Ga. 

Asplixall 

Fraser 

O’Neill,  Mass, 

Bell,  Calif. 

Frelinghuysen 

Ottinger 

Berry 

Gallagher 

Passman 

Boggs 

Garmatz 

Powell 

Bolling 

Gray 

Quillen 

Bow 

Green,  Oreg. 

Rosenthal 

Button 

Green,  Pa. 

Roybal 

Cahill 

Hanna 

St  Germain 

Carey 

Horton 

Scheuer 

Celler 

Kirwan 

Sisk 

Clark 

Landgrebe 

Wilson, 

Collier 

Mallliard 

Charles  H. 

Corman 

Mann 

Wolff 

Cunningham 

May 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  3j 
[embers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
^quorum. 

$y  unanimous  consent,  furth^  pro- 
ceeomgs  under  the  call  were  dj^ensed 
with' 


asked  and  was'  given 
address  the  House  for  1 


(Mr. 

permission  tc 
minute.) 

Mr.  AL3ERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  oiw  to  advise  the  House  that  we 
will  aM  to  the  program  for  tomorrow 
Housir  Resolution  472,  creating  a  select 
ittee  to  be  known  as  the  Commit¬ 
tee^  on  the  House  Restaurant. 


MESSAGE  PROM  TH^SENATE 

A  messa^  from  the  ^Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  o^  of  its  crerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  passed  without 

amendment  a  oijl  gn  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  3689.  An  ayf  ^  cede  to  the  State  of 
Montana  concu^nt  ^rlsdlctlon  with  the 
United  States  ^'er  theNeal  property  com¬ 
prising  the  V^erans’  AdnHfilstratlon  Center, 
Fort  Harrisc^  Mont. 

The  m/^age  also  announced  that  the 
Senate^grees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Housyto  a  bill  of  the  Senate  V  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title : 

r  1647.  An  act  to  authorize  the  re>ease  of 
J0,000  short  tons  of  lead  from  the  n^onal 
Stockpile  and  the  supplemental  stockpile 

The  message  also  announced  that  tf 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested : 

S.  545.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Ball  Agency  Act  (80  Stat.  327). 

S.  1072  An  act  to  authorize  funds  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
and  titles  I,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965,  as  amended. 

S.  1458.  An  act  to  prohibit  the  business  of 
debt  adjusting  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
except  as  an  incident  to  the  lawful  practice 
of  law  or  as  an  activity  engaged  in  by  a 
nonprofit  corporation  or  association. 

S.  1583.  An  act  to  provide  that  appoint¬ 
ments  and  promotions  in  the  Post  Office 
Department,  including  the  postal  field  serv¬ 
ice,  be  made  on  the  basis  of  merit  and  fit¬ 
ness. 

S.  1685.  An  act  to  provide  additional  sissist- 
ance  for  areas  suffering  a  major  disaster. 

S.  2185.  An  act  to  authorize  a  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  for  the  effectuation  of  a  transit 
development  program  for  the  National  Capi¬ 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  11400, 
SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
11400)  making  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  may  I  assume  that  the 
gentleman  and  other  members  of  the 
committee  propose  to  take  ample  time  to 
explain  what  happened  in  this  confer¬ 
ence? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  what  I  thought  we  would  do  is 
briefly  summarize  the  conference  report 
itself,  and  then  after  the  report  is 
adopted,  take  some  time  to  discuss  the 
overall  Government  expenditure  limita¬ 
tion,  which  is  one  of  the  amendments  in 
technical  disagreement  and  thus  not  in 
the  report  itself. 

The  other  matters  in  the  conference 
agreement  I  believe  are  not  very  con¬ 
troversial. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  not. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  may  be 
assured  we  will  undertake  to  explain  the 
conference  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will 
not  neglect  the  money  figures  in  the  bill ; 
that  he  will  give  us  an  adequate  explana¬ 
tion  as  to  how  these  figures  differ  from 
the  bill  as  originally  approved  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  MAHON.  We  will  do  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion. 

>  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  8, 
1969.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  CONFERENCE  BILL 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  items 
in  this  conference  report  are  not  espe¬ 
cially  controversial.  We  had  no  difficulty 
in  resolving  the  differences  between  the 
two  bodies  with  the  exception  of  amend¬ 
ment  No.  90  which  relates  to  an  overall 
limitation  on  Government  spending.  It 
required  much  discussion  in  conference 
before  we  finally  agreed  on  a  compromise. 
We  met  on  several  different  days.  That 
matter  will  come  up  under  a  special  mo¬ 
tion  dealing  with  that  amendment. 
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1  should  mention  that  while  the  bill  is 
a  supplemental  bill  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969,  which  has  already  expired,  it  will 
be  recalled  that  in  late  June  we  enacted  a 
special  resolution.  House  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  782,  which  authorized  the  various 
agencies  of  the  Government  to  proceed 
to  make  payments  to  the  employees  of 
the  Government  and  to  retired  people 
in  anticipation  of  enactment  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  making  the  appropriations  for 
increased  pay  costs.  So  that  to  that  ex¬ 
tent,  the  pay  cost  appropriations  have 
in  effect  already  been  made  for  fiscal 
1969. 

In  a  number  of  other  instances,  lan¬ 


guage  in  the  bill  extends  the  availability 
of  the  funds  to  meet  the  necessities  of 
the  given  situations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  bill  is  $461 
million  plus  below  the  budget  estimates 
considered  by  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
There  is  a  reduction  in  the  budget  re¬ 
quests  of  almost  one-half  billion  dollars. 

The  conference  bill  is  about  $569  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 
Much  of  that  is  due  to  the  fact  that  addi¬ 
tional  budget  estimates — totaling  $450 
million  to  be  exact — were  sent  to  the 
other  body  and  not  originally  considered 
by  the  House  because  they  were  not  ready 


for  presentation  to  us  by  the  President 
when  we  acted  on  the  bill  in  the  House. 

The  conference  bill  is  below  the  Senate 
total  by  $107  million. 

In  the  conference  bill,  there  is  about 
$1.4  billion  for  pay  increases.  There  is  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,272  bilUon  included  for 
Southeast  Asia — for  the  war  effort.  And 
then  there  are  various  items  distributed 
over  many  agencies  and  departments  of 
the  Government. 

Under  leave  to  extend,  I  include  a  com¬ 
parative  tabulation  summarizing  the  fig¬ 
ures  by  titles  of  the  bill.  The  conference 
report,  of  course,  explains  each  item  of 
difference  in  the  92  Senate  amendments. 


SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  CONFERENCE  ACTION 
Second  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1969  {II. R.  111,00) 

Conference  action  compared  with— 

Chap-  Budget  Conference  Budget 

ter  No.  Department  or  activity  estimate  House  bill  Senate  bill  action  estimate  House  bill  Senate  bill 


TITLE  I 


Military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $1,  496, 000,  000  $1,234,000,000  $1,272,000,000  $1,272,000,000  -$224,900,000  -f  $38, 000, 000  _ _ _ 

By  transfer - - -  {8,910, 000) -  ( ~$8, 91 0, 000) 


TITLE  H 

I  Agriculture: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority. 


13, 118,000 


9, 118, 000 


13, 118,000 


13,118,000 


-t-4,  000,  000 


II  Defense: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority. 
By  transfer . . 


249,  682,  000  226,  050,  000  227,  950,  000  227,  000,  000  -22,  682,  000  -1-950,  000  -950,  000 

_  {9,377,000)  {4,000,000)  {+4,000,000)  {+4.000,000)  {-5,377,000) 


III  District  of  Columbia: 

Federal  funds:  New  budget  (obligational)  au¬ 
thority _  29,736,000  10,365,000  29,101,000  10,365,000  -19,371,000  _  -18,736,000 

District  of  Columbia  funds: 

New  budget  {obligational)  authority _  {44,607,000)  {25,353.000)  {44,089,000)  {25,353,000)  {-19,254,000)... .  {-18,736,000) 


IV  Foreign  operations: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority .  162,853,000  2,700,000  160,000,000  160,000,000  -2,853,000  -1-157,300,000 

By  transfer _ _ _ _ _  {38,000)  {35,000)  {2,735,000)  {2,735,000)  {+2,697,000)  {+2,700,000) 


V  Independent  offices — Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 


1968  . .  7,168,000  7,168,000  7,168,000  7,158,000  _ _ 

1969  _ _ _ -  494,502,000  306,062,000  498,116,000  486,550,000  -7,952,000  -t-l$0, 488, 000  -1,566,000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  501,670,000 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in 

limitations _ _ _ _ _ _  {104,500,000) 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  resemes .  {15,248,000) 


313, 230, 000 

{82,500,000) 
{15, 248, 000) 


495,  284,  000 

{102,  500, 000) 
{15, 248, 000) 


493,  718, 000 

{92, 500, 000) 
{15,  248, 000) 


-7, 952,  000 

{-12, 000, 000) 


-1-180, 488, 000 

(-1-/0, 000, 000) 


-1, 566,000 

{-10, 000, 000) 


VI 


Interior: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority 
Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. 

By  transfer . . . 

Liquidation  cash _ 


65, 136,  000 
{2,886,000) 
{1,628,000) 
{19,000,000) 


54,  227, 000 
{2, 886, 000) 
{1,628,000) 
(19,000,000) 


64,  225,  000 
{2,886,000) 
(/,  628, 000) 
{19, 000,  OOO) 


64, 225, 000  -911, 000  -1-9, 998, 000 

{2,886,000) _ _ _ 

{1,628,000). . . . . 

{19, 000,000) 


VII  Labor — Health,  Education,  and  Welfare: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority . .  713,707,000  713,707,000 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves- _  (292,000)  (292,000) 

{Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses— trust  funds) . .  {16, 500, 000) _ _ _ 

By  transfer _ (9,346,000)  (9,346,000) 


717,826,000 

(292,000) 

(21,200,000) 

(9,346,000) 


713,966,000  .  -f259,000  -f 259, 000  -3,900,000 

(292,000) . . - . - _ _ 

(21,200,000)  (+4,700,000)  (+21,200,000) . . , 

(9,346,000) . . 


VIII  Legislative  branch: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968  . . . .  126,900  _ _  126,900  126,900  _ _ _  -1-120,900 

1969  _ _ _  30,000  60,000  60,000  -1-60,000  -f 30, 000 


IX  Public  works 


70,  ooo;  000 


70,  ooo,  ooo  70,  000,  000 


-f 70, 000, 000 


X  state.  Justice,  Commerce,  and  Judiciary: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968.. . . . . . . . .  800,000  10,000  860,000  860,000  _  -|-850,  000 

1969 _ _ _ _  17,606,350  15,013,500  15,799,500  15,799,500  -1-1,806,850  -1-786,000 


Total... . . .  18,466,350  15,023,500  16,6.59,500  16,659,500  -1,806,850  -|-1, 636, 000 

Release  of  Public  Imw  90-364  reserves .  (/,  701,000)  (1, 701,000)  (/,  701, 000)  (/,  701,000) . . 

Limitation  increase _ _ _  (147,000) _ _  (147,000)  (147,000) .  (+147,000) 

By  transfer . .  (220,000)  (220,000)  (220,000)  (220,000) . 


XI  Transportation: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority. .  7,232,000  2,298,000  4,298,000  2,298,000  —  4,934,000  .  —2,000,000 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . .  {28, 000)  (28, 000)  (28, 000)  {28, 000) . . . 


XH  Treasury-Post  Office: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority... .  2,755,000  2,285,000  2,695,000  2,695,000  —60,000  -|-410,000 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves .  (334,000)  (334,000)  (334,000)  (334,000) . 
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SUMMARY’  STATEMENT  OF  CONFERENCE  .1 CT/OW— Continued 
Second  supplemental  appropriation  hill,  1969  (Il.R,  11400) — Continued 


Conference  action  compared  witli  -  - 


(;iiap-  Hudgel  Conference  Budget 

ter  No.  Department  or  activity  estimate  House  bill  Senate  bill  action  estimate  House  bill  senate  bill 


Title  II — -Continued 


XIII  riaiins  and  judgments . 

$18, 188,  688 

$16, 880,  812 

.$18, 188, 688 

$18,188,688  .. 

. - 

+,$1,307,876  . 

Total,  title  TI:  ~ 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968.. . . . . . . 

1969 . 

8,154,  900 

1,  844, 516, 038 

7,178,  000 
1,358,  736,312 

8, 154, 900 
1,811,377, 188 

8,164,900  . 
1,  784,  266, 188 

-$60,250,850 

+976,900  _ 
+425, 628, 876 

-$27/112,  (X)0 

Total . . - . 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase 

in  limitations  . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . 

Limitation  increases . . . . 

By  transfer _ -. . . 

Liquidation  cash . . 

1, 852,  670, 938 

(104,  SOO,  000) 
(20,489,000) 
(16, 647,  OOO) . 
(11,232,000) 
(19,  000,  000) 

1,365,  914,312 

(82,  600, 000) 
(20, 489, 000) 

(11,229,000) 
(19,  000, 000) 

1,819,532,088 

(102, 600, 000) 
(20, 489, 000) 
(21,347,000) 
(23,306,000) 
(19,000,000) 

1, 792, 420, 088 

(92, 600, 000) 
(20, 489, 000) . 
(21,347,000) 
(17, 929, 000) 
(19,000,000). 

-60, 260, 850 

(-12, 000, 000) 

(+4, 700, 000) 
(+6,697,000) 

+426,  505, 776 

(+10, 000,000) 

(+21,347,000). 

(+6,700,000) 

-27, 112, 0(H) 

{~I0, 000,000) 

(-6,377,000) 

Invrcaaed  pay  costs  {included  above)'. 

Budget  authority . 

Release  of  reserves . .  . 

By  transfer . . . . . . 

(136, 378, 400) 
(18,689,000) 
(1,386,000) 

(118,436, 400) 
(18, 689,000) 
(1,383,000) 

(124,846,400) 
(18, 689,000) 
(3,983,000) 

(124,446,400) 
(18, 689, 000) , 
(2,683,000) 

(-10,932,000) 

(+1,297,000) 

(+8, 011,000) 

(+/,500,000) 

(-400, 000) 

(-1,300, 000) 

Total . . . . .  - .  (166,356,400)  (136,407,400)  (147,418,400)  (146,718,400)  (-9,636,000)  (+9,5/1,000)  (1,700,000) 


TITLE  III 
Increased  Pay  Costs 


New  budget  (obligational)  authority . . 

Release  0/  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . . 

By  transfer . . . . 

Limitations  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses . . . . 


1,404,  734,396 
(69, 610, 000) 
(86,873,000) 

(51,555,000) 


1,183,298, 4,54 
(62,377,000) 
(81,676,000) 

(22,223.000) 


1,368, 137,  556 
(59,741,000) 
(87,916,000) 

(22.  223. 000) 


1,287,937,556 
(69,741,000) 
(84, 316, 000) 

(22,223,000) 


-176,796,840 
(+55/,  000) 
(-1,667,000) 

(-2,000,000) 


+  104,  639, 102 
(-2,636,000) 
(+5,640,000) 


-80,200,000 

(-s',m,mj 


TITLE  V 


General  Provisions 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust  funds  for 
personal  services  pursuant  to  sec.  602  of  bill  (IF  Doc. 

91-60) _ _ _ _ _ (630,000)  (630,000)  (630,000)  (630,000) 


RECAPITULATION 


Grand  total,  titles  I,  II,  HI,  and  V; 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968  _ _ _ _  8,164,900  7,178,000  8,154,900  8,154,900  . .  +976,900  . . 

1969  . . . . .  4,806,160,434  3,776,034,766  4,451,614,744  4,344,202,744  -  461,947,690  -1-568,167,978  -107,312,000 


Total . .  4,814,305,334 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in 

limitations . . .  (104,600,000) 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . .  (79, 999, 000) 

By  transfer .  (97, 106, 000) 

Liquidation  cash . . . .  (19, 000, 000) 

Limitations  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative 

expenses . . (40,870,000) 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust 
funds  or  personal  services  pursuant  to  sec.  602  of 
bill . (630,000) 


3,  783,  212,  766 

(82,600,000) 
(82, 766, 000) 
(92,906,000) 
(19,000,000) 

(22,223,000) 


(630, 000) 


4,  459,  669,  644 

(102, 600, 000) 
(80,230,000) 
(120,132,000) 
(19,000,000) 

(43,670,000) 


(030, 000) 


4,  352,  357,  644 

(92, 600, 000) 
(80,230,000) 
(102,246,000) 
(19,000,000) 

(43, 670, 000) 


-461,  947,  690 

(-12, 000, 000) 
(+231,000) 
(+6,140,000) 


(+2,700,000) 


+569, 144,  878 

(+10,000,000) 
(-2, 636, 000) 
(+9,340,000) 


(+22,347,000) 


-107, 312,  000 
(-10,000,000 
'(-'if  887', 000 


(630,000) 


Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ 

By  transfer _ 

Limitations  on  administrative  and  nonadmin¬ 
istrative  expenses _ _ _ _ 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust 
funds  for  personal  services  pursuant  to  sec. 
602  of  bill _ _ -  -  _ 


(/,  600, 112,  796) 

(1,299,733,864) 

(1,492,983,960) 

(1,412,383,966) 

(-187,728,840) 

(+112, 660, 102) 

(-80,600,000) 

(78,099,000) ■ 

(80,866,000) 

(78,330,000) 

(78,330,000) 

(+231,000) 

(-2,636,000).. 

(87,269,000) 

(83,069,000) 

(91,899,000) 

(86, 999, 000) 

(-260, 000) 

(+3,940,000) 

(-4,900,000) 

.(24,223,000) 

(22,223,000) 

(22,223,000) 

(22, 223, 000) 

(-2,  m,  000) 

(650, 000) 

(630, 000) 

(630, 000) 

(630,000). 

Total- 


(1,790,323,796)  (1,486,611,864)  (1,686,065,966)  (1,600,666,966)  (-189,767,840)  (+114,064,102)  (-86,600,000) 


OVERALL  EXPENDITURE  LIMITATION 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Teague)  . 

(Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  very  frank  to  admit  that  I  do  not 
know  exactly  what  this  bill  does  or  what 
the  report  does  insofar  as  our  veterans’ 
programs  are  concerned.  For  that  rea¬ 
son,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  a 
couple  of  questions. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  when  the 
second  supplemental  was  considered  on 
the  floor  I  queried  the  chairman  as  to 
the  status  of  veterans’  programs  under 
the  proposed  ceiling  which  the  House 
adopted.  At  that  time  the  gentleman 


from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Evins)  told 
me  that  any  action  taken  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  increase  veterans’  benefits  or  to 
increase  appropriations  for  the  operation 
of  the  agency  would  automatically  in¬ 
crease  the  ceiling  and  that  there  was  no 
need  for  a  special  exemption  for  veter¬ 
ans’  benefits  and  programs  and  services. 
When  this  legislation  reached  the  Sen¬ 
ate  it  was  handled  differently  and  Sena¬ 
tor  Talmadge  offered  an  amendment 
which  specifically  exempted  all  veterans’ 
benefits  and  services  from  the  expendi¬ 
ture  ceiling.  My  question  is.  What  dispos¬ 
ition  did  the  conferees  make  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment,  and  specifically,  is  there 
anything  included  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port  which  exempts  veterans’  benefits 
and  services  from  the  ceiling? 

I  would  like  to  remind  the  gentleman 


that  last  week  when  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill  of  fiscal  1970 
was  considered  in  the  House,  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  recommendeci  and 
the  House  adopted  a  budget  for  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  of  about  $50  mil¬ 
lion  in  excess  of  the  recommendation  of 
the  revised  budget.  This  was  mostly  for 
hospital  consti’uction  and  additional  per¬ 
sonnel  for  the  medical  program  and  some 
general  operating  expenses.  'The  commit¬ 
tee  added  these  additional  funds  because 
it  recognized  that  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  experiencing  a  rising  workload 
as  a  result  of  the  Vietnam  conflict.  Here 
we  have  the  Appropriations  Committee 
recognizing  on  one  hand  that  VA  is 
in  a  special  category  because  of  the  Viet¬ 
nam  conflict,  and  at  the  same  time  a 
general  ceiling  is  being  imposed,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  $1  billion  less  than  the  re- 
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vised  budget.  What  assurances  do  we 
have  that  the  Veterans’  Administration 
will  not  be  required  to  take  a  portion  of 
that  $1  billion  cut  while  at  the  same 
time  the  Congress  is  attempting  to  give 
the  agency  more  money  to  meet  its  rising 
caseload? 

Mr.  MAHON.  With  regard  to  the  col¬ 
loquy  which  we  had  when  the  bill  was 
originally  before  us,  the  answer  is  still 
the  same  as  it  was  at  that  time,  the 
same  answer  given  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Evins)  and  by  my¬ 
self. 

The  other  body  exempted  veterans 
benefits  and  services.  The  other  body  ex¬ 
empted  more  than  half  of  the  spending 
budget,  in  fact. 

However,  in  the  conference  version  of 
the  bill  now  before  us,  reference  is  made 
to  the  Veteran’s  Administration,  in  a 
limited  way  in  connetction  with  the  so- 
called  cushion  which  I  shall  explain  later, 
but  the  Veterans’  Administration  is  not 
otherwise  specifically  exempted.  Under 
the  conference  agreement,  a  cut  should 
be  applied  to  any  agency,  including  the 
Veterans’  Administration. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  CaroUna. 

Mr.  JONAS.  It  is  true,  as  I  am  sm’e 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Teague) 
will  agree,  that  about  $5  billion  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration  budget  is  for 
compensation  and  pensions  that  are 
fixed  by  law. 

I  could  not  conceive  of  any  President 
of  the  United  States  wanting  to  make 
cuts  in  compensation  and  pensions  in 
the  first  place.  But  furthermore,  because 
of  the  mandatory  nature  of  them,  I  do 
not  believe  he  would  be  able  to  make  any 
cuts  in  those  items,  and  they  take  care 
of  most  of  the  items  in  the  VAj 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  is  further  true  that  if 
Congress  appropriates  funds  above  and 
beyond  the  budget  requests  for  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  that  would  tend 
to  adjust  the  ceiling  upward  to  make  al¬ 
lowance  for  the  related  expenditures. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Of  course, 
everyone  knows  that  the  workload  of  the 
VA  is  increasing  every  day,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  says  it  tends  to  adjust,  but  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  if  we  pass 
legislation  which  increases  the  cost  of 
the  VA,  does  it  not  automatically  in¬ 
crease  the  ceiling? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes,  the  gentleman  is 
right.  It  would  automatically  increase 
the  ceiling.  The  language  in  that  re¬ 
spect  in  the  conference  agreement  is  on 
all  fours  with  what  was  in  the  original 
House  bill. 

And  in  the  independent  offices  and 
Department  of  Housing  appropriation 
bill  for  1970,  the  gentleman  will  recall 
that  for  medical  care  in  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  there  was  an  increase  of 
$17.6  million  above  the  budget:  for  con¬ 
struction  of  hospitals  and  domiciliary  fa¬ 
cilities,  an  increase  above  the  budget  of 
$13.9  million;  and  $3  million  was  pro¬ 
vided  above  the  budget  for  grants  for 
constniction  of  State  nursing  homes — a 
total  of  $34  million  above  the  budget. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  In  that  in¬ 
dependent  office  appropriation  bill  that 


is  about  $50  million  above  the  budget, 
this  was  mostly  for  kidney  machines  and 
for  intensive  care  wards,  for  renova¬ 
tion  and  for  construction.  Now,  as  I 
understand  this  bill  today  it  is  $1  billion 
less  than  the  revised  budget.  Is  there  any 
assurance  that  the  VA  will  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  take  a  portion  of  the  $1  bil¬ 
lion  cut  while  at  the  same  time  the  Con¬ 
gress  attempts  to  give  it-  some  more 
money  because  of  its  rising  workload? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me 
that  this  Congress,  which  is  very  friendly 
toward  veterans  and  veterans  causes, 
would  take  any  action  which  would  be 
adverse  to  the  welfare  of  the  returning 
servicemen  and  veterans.  So  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  any  reason  whatever  for 
concern  in  this  regard. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  $1  billion  cut, 
I  would  hopefully  assume  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  this  year  will  cut  more  than  $1 
billion  in  expenditures,  in  which  event 
this  feature  of  the  pending  conference 
agreement  will  be  relatively  meaning¬ 
less,  especially  so  with  respect  to  the 
Veterans’  Administration. 

So  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  reason 
for  apprehension,  and  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  the  able  and 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Veterans’  Affairs,  that  we  will  work 
with  the  gentleman  in  a  determined 
and,  in  my  opinion,  successful  effort  to 
take  care  of  the  needs  of  the  veterans, 
and  to  see  to  it  that  any  necessary  re¬ 
quirements  are  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gehtleman  for 
yielding. 

My  pui-pose  in  taking  the  floor  at  this 
time  is  to  express  my  concern  and  the 
concern  of  the  suburban  communities 
about  deletion  of  $18.7  million  from  the 
conference  report  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia’s  portion  of  the  funds  necessary 
to  start  construction  of  a  mass  transit 
system  for  the  Washington  metropolitan 
area. 

This  delay  in  starting  the  system  is 
naturally  of  concern  to  everyone.  The 
Congress  has  acknowledged,  then  con¬ 
firmed  and  reconfirmed  time  and  time 
again,  the  need  for  a  rapid  transit  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  Washington  area  if  we  are 
ever  going  to  solve  our  transportation 
problems.  The  suiTounding  communi¬ 
ties  have  also  recognized  this  need  and 
have  likewise  recognized  that  they  must 
pay  a  large  portion  of  the  cost  of  its  con¬ 
struction.  All  of  the  surrounding  com¬ 
munities  combined  have  agreed  to  pay 
$573  million  of  the  total  cost.  Most  of  the 
communities  approved  bond  referendums 
last  fall  to  pay  their  proportionate  share. 
Further  delay  in  constimction  of  this 
system  will  cost  more  money,  and  since 
the  need  for  the  system  is  so  gi’eat,  all  of 
us  are  most  anxious  to  get  started  with 
its  construction. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  mass  transit  is  only 
a  part  of  our  problem.  EveiTone  who 
knows  anything  about  transportation,  as 
the  Congi-ess  has  repeatedly  agreed. 
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knows  that  a  balanced  transportation 
system  is  essential.  This  means  we  must 
have  the  necessary  number  of  highways, 
freeways,  bridges  and  other  automobile 
facilities  as  well  as  a  mass  transit  sys¬ 
tem  if  the  problem  is  to  be  solved.  The 
delay  in  constniction  of  these  other 
transportation  facilities  has  been  abso¬ 
lutely  ridiculous,  and  has  cost  us  tens 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  additional  costs 
as  well  as  many  times  that  amount  in 
public  inconvenience. 

An  example  of  how  ridiculous  this  de¬ 
lay  has  been  is  the  case  of  the  Dulles 
Airport.  We  spent  $100  million  for  a  new 
additional  airport  to  serve  the  area,  in¬ 
cluding  an  access  road  which  dead  ends 
at  the  Capital  Beltway,  Interstate  Route 
495.  It  was  intended  at  the  time  that 
Interstate  Route  66  and  adequate  Po¬ 
tomac  River  crossings  would  provide 
easy  and  ready  access  to  this  new  air¬ 
port.  The  ail-port  has  now  been  open 
for  approximately  7  years  and  is  still 
only  being  used  to  a  fraction  of  its 
capacity  while  Washington  National 
Ail-port  increases  in  its  use  each  year 
even  after  it  has  passed  the  point  of 
being  dangerously  overcrowded. 

One  of  the  main  reasons  why  Dulles 
is  not  used  more  than  it  is,  is  the  fact 
that  the  connecting  highway  links  which 
were  planned  over  10  years  ago  have  not 
been  started.  This  is  because  of  pure 
stubbomess  on  the  part  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  government  in  steadfastly 
refusing  to  approve  its  portion  of  the 
construction  projects  so  that  connecting 
links  can  be  made. 

This  particular  example  of  the  con¬ 
fusion  this  delay  has  caused  was,  along 
with  many  others,  called  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  when  that  committee  was  con¬ 
sidering'  the  1968  Highway  Act.  The 
members  of  that  committee  were  most 
reluctant  to  get  involved  in  the  specific 
location  and  administrative  details  of 
the  construction  of  highway  projects. 
But,  since  they  recognized  tfiat  the  delay 
had  been  so  long  that  further  delay 
could  not  be  tolerated,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  this  is  the  Nation’s 
Capital,  and  they  were  considering  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  projects,  they  found  it 
necessary  to  instruct  the  District  gov¬ 
ernment  to  proceed  forthwith  with  these 
projects  in  the  1968  Highway  Act.  Amaz¬ 
ingly,  the  District  of  Columbia  City 
Council  has  placed  itself  above  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people,  and  has  completely  ignored 
this  mandate  of  Congress.  The  Congress, 
therefore,  has  no  choice  but  to  insist 
that  its  will  be  carried  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  unfortunately  it  now 
appears  that  if  the  Congress  does  ap¬ 
propriate  these  transit  funds  at  this 
time,  we  would  appear  to  be  acquiescing, 
and  that  we  would  accept  the  fact  that 
the  District  is  ignoring  our  mandate  and 
can  do  so.  To  do  so  would  encourage  the 
District  government  to  continue  to  defy 
the  will  of  Congress  and  to  continue  to 
delay  construction  of  these  vitally  needed 
highway  projects. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  cannot  afford  to  per¬ 
mit  further  delay  in  these  vitally  needed 
projects.  I  feel  that  we  should  again  insist 
that  the  District  government  must  pro- 
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ceed  immediately  with  construction  of 
the  projects  so  that  we  can  release  these 
transit  funds  and  permit  construction  on 
the  transit  system  as  well.  I  have  con¬ 
sulted  with  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  ,  on  many  occasions 
about  this  problem,  urging  that  the 
necessary  funds  be  appropriated  to  begin 
construction  of  the  transit  system  im¬ 
mediately.  He  has  given  me  assurance  on 
many  occasions  that  he  does  intend  to 
release  these  funds — and  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Mahon)  ,  will  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  ,  so  that  he  can 
advise  us  as  to  his  position  and  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 
garding  these  funds. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  other  body  added  to  the 
bill  the  following  language: 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital 
outlay”,  $18,736,000,  of  which  $1,514,000  shall 
not  be  available  for  expenditure  until  July 
1,  1969. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  ,  a  member  of 
the  conference  committee,  for  comment 
in  regard  to  what  the  conferees  did  about 
this  question  and  why  the  conferees  did 
what  they  did. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  thank  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  first  to  say 
to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Mr.  Broyhill)  and  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Gude) 
and  all  of  those  other  Representatives 
from  the  adjoining  metropolitan  area 
that  all  down  through  the  years  we  have 
appreciated  their  attitude  and  the  stand 
they  have  taken  in  regard  to  the  freeway- 
rapid  transit  impasse  that  we  are  now 
confronted  with. 

I  know  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
and  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  is  a  place  in  our  Capital 
City  for  both  a  freeway  system  and  a 
rapid  transit  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  position  of  our 
committee.  We  believe  that  there  is  a 
place  for  both  a  freeway  system  and  a 
rapid  rail  transit  system  in  our  Capital 
City  In  order  to  meet  the  tremendous 
day-by-day  growth  of  traffic,  the  high¬ 
way  program  must  be  carried  out  along 
with  the  presently  authorized  rapid  rail 
transit  system. 

In  1958,  after  a  5 -year  study,  the  free¬ 
way  program  was  set  up  for  the  District 
of  Columbia.  Since  that  time  millions  of 
dollars  have  been  appropriated  for  this 
system  and  today  we  have  in  Federal  and 
District  funds  over  $200,000,000  on  hand 
that  cannot  be  used. 

Just  to  give  you  some  idea.  Mi'. 
Speaker,  of  the  cost  of  some  of  these 
projects  and  how  the  cost  has  increased — 
back  in  1961  when  we  had  the  east  leg  of 
the  freeway  system  before  our  committee, 
it  was  explained  that  the  cost  would 
amount  to  $26,100,000.  Today,  in  1969, 
the  cost  is  estimated  at  $78,000,000.  That 
gives  you  an  example  of  what  this  im¬ 
passe  has  done  in  regard  to  the  freeway 
system  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  that  there  may 
be  no  misunderstanding  about  this  mat¬ 
ter,  our  committee  still  is  of  the  opinion 
that  there  is  a  place  for  both  systems 
here  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 


Beginning  back  in  1962  we  started 
having  trouble  over  the  freeway  system. 

In  1966 — as  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Mr.  Broyhill)  knows,  as  well  as 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Gude)  and  my  good  friend,  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Budget  Subcommittee,  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Davis)  also  know — we  appeared 
before  the  House  and  recommended  that 
the  rapid  transit  money  be  deleted  be¬ 
cause  the  freeway  system  had  been 
stopped.  We  said  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  at  that  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
when  the  freeway  system  started  and 
when  they  in  good  faith  started  repair¬ 
ing  the  streets  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  we  would  come  before  the  House 
and  recommend  the  rapid  transit  money. 

After  the  bill  passed  the  House  and 
while  it  was  before  the  other  body,  the 
National  Capital  Planning  Commission 
was  called  back  into  session  and  on  a 
vote  of  6  to  5,  they  started  the  freeway 
system. 

We  came  back  with  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  that^  bill  and,  as  my  friend  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Broyhill)  know's,  I  said 
to  the  House,  “The  freeway  system  is 
now  underway,”  and  we  receded  and 
recommended  the  rapid  transit  money. 
My  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  (Mr.  Davis),  will  tell  you  that  within 
a  few  weeks  after  that  time  the  National 
Capital  Planning  Commission  was  called 
back  into  session  and  changed  their  vote, 
and  at  that  time  they  stopped  the  free¬ 
way  system. 

In  order  that  there  may  not  be  any 
misunderstanding,  we  want  the  House 
to  know  that  as  soon  as  the  freeway 
program  gets  under  way  beyond  recall, 
then  we  will  come  back  to  the  House 
and  recommend  that  constraction  funds 
for  rapid  transit  be  approved. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1968 
passed  the  House  and  the  Senate,  and 
was  signed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  August  of  1968.  As  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Broyhill),  knows,  the  Highway  Act  of 
1968  is  the  law  that  we  must  operate 
under  at  this  time. 

I  want  to  read  just  a  portion  of  that 
law  which  pertains  to  the  freeways  of 
the  District  of  Columbia.  The  portion  of 
the  bill  providing  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  reads  as  follows : 

DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 

Sec.  23.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  or  any  court  decision  or 
administrative  action  to  the  contrary,  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  and  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  shall,  in 
addition  to  those  routes  already  under  con¬ 
struction,  construct  all  routes  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  within  the  District  of  Columbia 
as  set  forth  in  the  document  entitled  “1968 
Estimate  of  the  Cost  of  Completion  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways  in  the  District  of  Columbia”  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  Trans¬ 
portation  with,  and  as  a  part  of  “The  1968 
Interstate  System  Cost  Estimate”  printed  as 
House  Document  Numbered  199,  Ninetieth 
Congress.  Such  construction  shall  be  under¬ 
taken  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  section,  and  shall  be  carried 
out  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date 


of  enactment  of  this  section  the  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  commence 
work  on  the  following  projects ; 

(1)  Three  Sisters  Bridge,  1-266  (Section 
B1  to  B2). 

(2)  Potomac  River  Freeway  1-266  (Section 
B2  to  B4) . 

(3)  Center  Leg  of  the  Inner  Loop,  1-95 
(Section  A6  to  C4) ,  terminating  at  New  York 
Avenue. 

(4)  East  Leg  of  the  Inner  Loop,  1-295  (Sec¬ 
tion  Cl  to  C4),  terminating  at  Bladensburg 
Road, 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Broyhill)  knows  this  act  was  passed  by 
the  House  and  the  Senate  and  it  is  the 
law  today — Public  Law  90-495. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
Public  Works  Committee  brought  this 
bill  before  the  House,  explained  it  in  de¬ 
tail,  and  the  bill  was  then  passed  by 
both  Houses  and  signed  into  law,  we  find 
that  the  District  Building  ignores  it.  I 
say  to  you,  Mr.  Spieaker,  that  every  day 
since  that  law  was  sign^  on  August  23, 
1968,  the  District  Building  has  com¬ 
pletely  ignored  it. 

Our  new  President,  in  his  message  of 
April  28,  1969,  to  the  Congress,  on  the 
District  of  Columbia,  made  this  state¬ 
ment.  Before  reading  it,  I  want  you  to 
know  that  this  is  the  first  time  in  10  long 
years  that  any  President  has  had  the 
nerve  and  the  courage  to  state  the  facts. 
Let  me  read  to  you  what  our  new  Presi¬ 
dent  said.  This  is  a  portion  of  his  mes¬ 
sage: 

Mass  transit  must  be  part  of  a  balanced 
transpjortation  network.  A  subway  will  not 
relieve  local  governments  of  the  duty  to  mod¬ 
ernize  and  Improve  their  highway  systems 
and  other  forms  of  transportation,  so  that 
all  citizens  have  an  adequate  choice  as  to 
how  they  travel.  Clearly,  the  Impasse  that 
has  arisen  between  proponents  of  road  and 
rail  transportation  in  the  Washington  Metro¬ 
politan  area  has  contributed  little  to  the 
progress  of  either.  There  are,  however,  hope¬ 
ful  signs  that  a  fair  and  effective  settlement 
of  these  issues  will  be  reached  in  the  near 
future.  It  is  in  the  interest  of  all  those  in¬ 
volved — central  city  dwellers,  suburbanites, 
shoppers,  employees,  and  visitors  alike — that 
this  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  every  word 
of  this  statement  that  I  have  just  read. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  supplemental  esti¬ 
mates  submitted  to  the  House,  we  had  a 
request  for  $18,737,000  to  start  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  rapid  transit  system.  We  de¬ 
cided  not  to  take  action  at  that  time.  The 
supplemental  went  to  the  other  body  and 
they  added  this  amount  to  the  bill.  In 
conference  the  other  side  receded,  and  it 
is  not  in  the  bill.  In  connection  with  the 
regular  bill  for  fiscal  year  1970,  we  have 
the  sum  of  $21,586,000  requested  as  the 
District’s  share  for  construction  of  the 
authorized  rapid  rail  transit  system. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Mr.  Broyhill)  that  in  addition  to 
that,  we  also  have  the  sum  of  $1,299,200 
requested  for  the  District’s  share  for  op¬ 
erating  expenses, 

I  want  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
and  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  to 
note  that  as  soon  as  the  freeway  system 
is  started  and  underway  according  to  the 
Highway  Act  of  1968,  we  will  come  to  the 
House  and  recommend  funds  for  the  au¬ 
thorized  rapid  rail  transit  system. 

In  closing,  a  bill  is  before  the  House 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia, 
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chaired  by  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  (Mi*.  McMillan)  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  Federal  grants  of  $1,047,000,000 
for  a  regional  rapid  transit  system.  The 
bill  that  authorized  the  basic  rapid  rail 
transit  system  in  1965  provided  for  a  25- 
mile  system  to  cost  $431  million.  The  bill 
now  pending  before  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  legislative  committee  calls  for 
$1,047,000,000  in  Federal  grants.  The 
rapid  rail  transit  system  proposed  under 
that  bill  is  97  miles,  not  25  miles — that 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Gross)  asked  about  a  number  of 
years  ago.  They  said  at  that  time  it 
would  cost  $431  million.  Now  they  say  it 
will  cost  $2.5  billion  and  the  Federal 
Government  will  have  to  put  up  $1,047,- 
000,000  in  Federal  grants  in  addition  to 
the  amount  authorized  in  1965  of  $100 
million. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Broyhill)  knows,  the  impasse  with 
which  we  are  confronted  is  certainly  not 
helping  that  bill  any.  I  want  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland,  and  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Adams) — who  has  been  fair,  and 
sound  about  this  matter  all  through  the 
years — to  know  how  our  committee  feels 
about  it. 

This  is  the  position  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  IV2 
minutes  to  the  member  of  the  confer¬ 
ence,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Davis)  . 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  simply  want  to  say  that  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  has  stated  this  matter 
completely  and  fairly,  as  I  know  it  from 
my  work  on  the  subcommittee  with  the 
gentleman. 

Both  this  Congress  and  the  President 
have  expressed  themselves  in  support  of 
a  balanced  transportation  system.  As 
soon  as  there  is  some  assurance  that  we 
are  to  have  a  balanced  transportation 
system,  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
and  I  are  committed  to  providing  the 
initial  funds  that  were  included  in  this 
supplemental  request,  and  the  followup 
funds  that  are  provided  in'  the  1970 
budget. 

I  think  that  is  a  fair  position  to  take, 
and  I  think  it  is  the  only  position  we 
could  reasonably  take  in  the  light  of  the 
mandate  of  this  House  in  the  1968  High¬ 
way  Act. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  now 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Adams)  . 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
the  statement  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky. 

I  am  going  to  take  the  position  of  sup¬ 
porting  the  gentleman  both  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  Committee  and  publicly.  I  think  the 
impasse  has  reached  desperate  propor¬ 
tions.  We  are  about  to  put  70,000  people 
between  the  Agriculture  Building  and  the 
Capitol  on  Independence  Avenue,  and 
there  is  no  way  in  the  world  we  can  get 
those  people  in  and  out  without  a  sub¬ 
way  system. 

I  may  have  reservations  about  the 
highway  system,  but  I  think  it  has  been 
clearly  stated  that  the  impasse  cannot 
go  on  any  longer. 


I  publicly  urge  both  the  District  Build¬ 
ing  and  all  others  involved,  to  meet  the 
conditions  so  we  can  create  a  subway 
system.  As  I  imderstand  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher),  if  they 
indicate  the  conditions  which  have  been 
set  forth  are  being  met  and  being 
started,  the  subway  system  will  start, 
and  then  we  will  have  both  things  oper¬ 
ating  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and  we  need 
them. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mainland 
(Mr.  Gude)  . 

(Mr.  GUDE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GUDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Broyhill)  . 

The  gentleman  from  Kentucky  is  com¬ 
pletely  correct  that  the  District  govern¬ 
ment  has  refused  to  obey  the  law.  We 
have  a  deep  concern  over  the  fact  that 
evei-y  day  we  fail  to  start  construction  of 
this  transit  system  it  is  costing  approxi¬ 
mately  $250,000. 

Last  week  I  stated  here  on  the  floor 
my  support  of  reinstatement  of  the  $18.7 
million  for  construction  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  portion  of  the  regional  rapid 
rail  transit  system.  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
in  the  best  interest  to  hold  one  part  of 
our  transportation  system  hostage  to  the 
other. 

I  should  merely  like  to  express  our 
deep  concern  and  regret  over  this  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jdeld  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Broyhill)  . 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  for  his 
further  assurance  regarding  his  support 
of  the  funds  to  start  construction  of  our 
transit  system.  I  also  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  for  his 
imtiring  efforts  in  helping  us  to  solve  the 
transportation  crisis  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital.  The  gentleman  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect  in  pointing  out  that  we  must  have  a 
balanced  transportation  system  and 
that  delay  on  any  portion  of  it  is  not 
acceptable  and  will  not  be  tolerated. 

There  has  already  been  delay  in  excess 
of  10  years  on  a  major  portion  of  the 
highway  and  freeway  system.  It  is  now 
quite  apparent  that  the  appropriation  of 
these  funds  at  this  time  would  encour¬ 
age  further  delay  to  the  extent  that  we 
may  be  several  more  years  in  commenc¬ 
ing  the  construction  on  the  other  needed 
parts  of  the  transportation  system.  I 
therefore  join  with  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Adams)  in  expressing 
my  support  of  the  position  taken  by 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Natcher)  and  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  in  holding  up  these  funds 
until  the  District  of  Columbia  govern¬ 
ment  complies  with  the  mandate  of  the 
Congress.  If  they  continue  to  ignore  the 
Congress  then  I  suggest  the  withholding 
of  other  appi’opriations  imtil  they  rec¬ 
ognize  that  this  is  the  Nation’s  Capital 
and  the  will  of  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  must  prevail. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 


July  9,  1969 

minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Jonas). 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  expect  - 
every  Member  in  the  Chamber  would 
agree  with  me  that  when  we  have  a  bill 
involving  92  separate  amendments  one 
could  not  find  a  conference  committee 
which  would  agree  on  every  dollar  figure 
agreed  on  in  the  conference. 

Conferences  are  just  exactly  what  the 
word  indicates  they  are,  conferences  be¬ 
tween  two  differing  groups  trying  to  re¬ 
concile  differences  between  two  bills. 

I  believe,  as  a  member  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  that  we  did  very  well  in 
it.  We  gave  in  on  some  items  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  Senate  conceded  on  some  items. 
And  we  compromised  some. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  conference,  has  already  in¬ 
dicated,  the  conference  report  is  $461,- 
947,690  below  the  budget.  It  is  a  half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  above  the  House-passed  bill. 
But,  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas  ex¬ 
plained,  $450  million  of  that  increase  was 
not  even  considered  in  the  House,  be¬ 
cause  the  items  were  first  submitted  in 
the  Senate. 

If  we  eliminate  the  items  the  House 
did  not  have  an  opportunity  to  consider, 
which  were  added  in  the  Senate,  the  bill 
would  be  only  about  $100  million  above 
the  House  figure.  It  is  $107,312,000  below 
the  Senate  figure. 

The  conference  report  represents  the 
best  judgment  of  the  conferees.  It  was 
signed  by  all  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 

I  join  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  in  urging 
adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  one- 
half  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Nelsen)  . 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  merely  wish  to  point  out  I  beUeve 
the  position  our  good  friend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher)  , 
has  taken — and  his  offer  of  support  un¬ 
der  the  conditions  he  outlined — is  com¬ 
pletely  fair  and  should  have  the  unani¬ 
mous  support  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

I  speak  because  of  the  fact  that  I  did 
have  a  hand  in  the  Subway  System  Act 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  do  feel 
a  responsibility  with  reference  thereto. 
However,  I  also  want  to  say  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  recommendation  is  very  fair 
and  in  my  opinion  it  is  one  that  we  can 
follow. 

OVERALL  EXPENDITURE  LIMITATION 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Now,  can  we  have  some 
discussion  of  the  proposed  expenditure 
ceiling  and  some  discussion  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  the  personnel  ceilings  were  cast 
aside?  What  were  the  circumstances  sur¬ 
rounding  those  actions? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Those  are  amendments 
which  will  be  presented  after  the  report 
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itself  is  acted  upon.  I  thought  it  might 
be  more  appropriate  to  discuss  those 
matters  as  they  occur-  as  they  are  not  a 
part  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  are  not  a  part  of 
the  conference  report? 

Mr.  MAHON.  No.  They  are  reported 
back  in  technical  disagreement. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  but  we  will  be  vot¬ 
ing  on  the  conference  report  very  shortly, 
will  we  not? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes,  and  we  will  be  vot¬ 
ing  later  on  the  amendments  in  disagree¬ 
ment  at  which  time  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Towa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  shall  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding. 

Let  me  say  that  I  find  no  economy  in 
this  bill,  none  at  all,  for  it  contains  ap¬ 
proximately  a  half  billion  dollars  more 
than  it  did  when  approved  by  the  House. 
I  understand  that  a  substantial  amount 
of  the  increase  is  due  to  salary  increases, 
but  regardless  of  the  nature  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  it  is  nevertheless  increased 
spending  at  a  time  the  covmtry  faces  a 
financial  crisis  and  taxes  are  being  in¬ 
creased. 

And  the  action  of  the  House-Senate 
conference  on  this  legislation,  wiping  out 
all  vestige  of  the  personnel  ceiling  that 
was  imposed  last  year,  as  well  as  juggling 
with  the  expenditure  ceiling,  plus  the  in¬ 
crease  of  $160  million  in  the  funding  of 
soft  loan  window  of  the  International 
Development  Association,  makes  this 
conference  report  unacceptable  and  I 
shall  vote  against  it. 

FAIR  HOUSING,  NEIGHBORHOOD  YOUTH  '  CORPS, 

AND  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY  GRANTS 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  wiU  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

(Mr.  HAWKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
X'6nid<i’l^s ) 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  In  amendment  No.  24 
as  I  read  it,  you  have  deleted  $1  million 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  fair  housing 
program  and  in  amendment  No.  40  you 
have  eliminated  or  reduced  to  the  extent 
of  $2.5  million  the  amoimt  for  the 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  program.  No. 
42  appears  tb  reduce  educational  oppor- 
timity  grants  by  $16  million. 

Am  I  correct  in  this  being  the  effect  of 
the  conference  report  and,  if  so,  could 
you  enlighten  us  as  to  the  justification 
for  those  reductions? 

Mr.  MAHON.  With  respect  to  the  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  fair  housing  enforce¬ 
ment,  funds  had  already  been  provided 
for  that  purpose  in  the  regular  bill  for 

1969  and  they  are  also  provided  in  the 
regular  bill  for  fiscal  1970.  In  fact,  the 
House  increased  the  1970  figure  above 
what  the  committee  recommended.  When 
we  conferred  on  this  item  we  were  ap¬ 
proaching  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  and 
we  thought  these  funds  should  be  de¬ 
leted  and  that  ample  funds  had  been 
made  available  already  in  the  regular 

1970  bill. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  when  the 
gentleman  refers  to  “we,”  is  the  gentle¬ 
man  talking  about  the  House  conferees 
or  the  Senate  conferees? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  Senate  receded  to 
the  House  position. 


Mr.  HAWKINS.  Was  it  the  Senate  posi¬ 
tion  to  appropriate  the  $1  million  or  was 
it  the  position  of  the  House  conferees  not 
to  appropriate  it? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Not  to  appropriate  it. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  With  respect  to  the 
Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  program, 
amendment  No.  40,  there  appears  to  be  a 
reduction  of  $2.5  million.  In  light  of  the 
fact  that  this  program  is  being  reduced — ■ 
the  NYC  program — by  at  least  25  percent, 
we  are  receiving  a  tremendous  number  of 
questions  with  reference  to  it.  How  does 
the  chairman  justify  this  reduction? 

Mr.  MAHON.  In  amendment  No.  40  the 
Senate  provided  for  an  amount  to  carry 
out  section  102  of  the  Manpower  De¬ 
velopment  and  Training  Act  of  1962  as 
amended — $10  million,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  September  30,  1969. 

There  was  no  budget  request  for  the 
$10  million.  The  Congress  had  already 
provided  a  very  large  sum  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  for  fiscal  year  1969.  Of  course,  fiscal 
year  1969  has  expired. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  went  above  the  budget  and  in¬ 
serted  $7.5  million. 

There  was  an  addition  of  $2.5  million 
on  the  Senate  floor,  as  the  gentleman 
knows.  The  House  took  the  position  that 
the  $7.5  million  in  the  committee  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  Senate  bill  was  as  far  as  we 
should  go  at  this  time,  and  the  Senate  re¬ 
ceded  from  its  floor  amendment. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  if  he  is  aware  of  the 
fact  that  this  program  is  being  reduced 
throughout  the  country,  and  that  there 
are  a  tremendous  number  of  applicants 
for  this  program  who  are  being  told  that 
other  programs  are  available,  but  these 
applicants  are  unable  to  find  these  other 
programs.  So  that  we  are  cutting  back 
on  these  youth  programs  when  there  is 
unrest  building  up  in  the  cities,  espe¬ 
cially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  just  a  few 
days  ago,  or  a  week  ago,  almost,  we  did 
pass  a  new  tax  bill,  putting  a  new  tax  on 
the  American  people  on  the  theory  that 
the  money  would  be  used  for  these  pro¬ 
grams,  and  yet  the  position  apparently  of 
the  conferees  of  this  House  was  that  this 
money  could  be  cut  back  at  this  time  for 
economy  reasons,  apparently. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  real  decisions  with 
respect  to  these  programs  will  be  made 
in  the  regular  bills.  They  were  made  last 
year  generally  through  that  procedure, 
and  they  will  be  made  this  year  gen¬ 
erally  through  that  procedure.  This  is  an 
additional  sum  of  $7.5  million  above  the 
budget  for  a  fiscal  year  which  has  al¬ 
ready  ended,  but  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  would  make  the  funds  available  un¬ 
til  September  30, 1969. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  I  do  not  believe  the 
record  should  stand  without  it  being 
made  perfectly  clear  that  this  is  not  the 
only  money  available  for  this  purpose. 
There  was  in  a  supplemental  bill  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  money  for  this  very 
purpose  when  it  passed  for  1969.  This 
item  was  not  considered  by  the  House 
committee,  because  it  was  unbudgeted.  It 
was  put  in  the  bill  on  the  Senate  side.  We 
thought  we  were  being  generous,  if  I  may 
use  that  word,  in  adding  $7.5  million  to 
the  substantial  sums  of  money  that  were 
made  available  in  the  regular  bill. 


Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  it  seems  to 
me  that  you  cannot  square  that  against 
the  fact  that  this  program  is  being  re¬ 
duced.  The  gentleman  says  that  money 
is  available  but  in  this  amendment  and 
in  the  next  amendment,  the  educational 
opportimity  grants — and  I  am  sure 
other  Members  of  the  House  are  receiv¬ 
ing  letters  from  the  higher  institutions 
of  learning  in  which  they  say  that  they 
do  not  have  money  to  take  care  of  the 
people  who  come  to  their  doors - 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  sure  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  understands  that  this  is  not  a  reg¬ 
ular  bill;  this  is  a  supplemental  bill  for 
a  fiscal  year  that  has  already  expired. 
We  are  marking  up  the  regular  HEW 
bill  for  1970  today,  which  will  contain 
funds  for  the  program  for  fiscal  year 
1970  just  as  the  regular  bill  for  1969  made 
funds  available  for  fiscal  1969. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  that 
Congress  has  already  provided  about 
$139  million  for  this  purpose,  and  in 
this  bill  we  provide  an  additional  $7.5 
million  above  the  budget  for  these  pi’o- 
grams,  which  seemed  to  be  the  best  that 
could  be  agreed  upon  at  this  time.  And 
now,  as  we  are  beginning  the  new  fiscal 
year  1970,  there  will  be  additional  ap¬ 
propriation  requests  in  which  the  House 
will  have  the  opportunity,  as  well  as 
in  the  other  body,  to  work  our  will  with 
respect  to  these  manpower  programs. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  What  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  is  saying  is  that  in  this 
current  fiscal  year  they  are  going  to  pro¬ 
vide  fully  the  funding  for  these  educa¬ 
tional  and  manpower  programs  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  authorizations,  and 
I  am  very  glad  to  get  that  commitment. 
I  hope  the  gentleman  will  live  up  to  that 
commitment.  I  think  it  is  very  obvious 
that  across  this  country  these  programs 
are  not  being  funded  fully,  as  they  have 
been  authorized,  and  that  we  are  build¬ 
ing  up  an  explosive  situation  in  the 
inner  cities,  because  this  House  has 
failed  to  appropriate  the  money  even 
after  the  authorization,  which  is  itself 
inadequate,  and  has  been  authorized  by 
this  House. 

I  think  it  is  time  for  us  to  stop  talking 
about  this  so-called  economy  when  we 
are  not  meeting  the  budgeted  needs  of 
the  people  of  this  country.  I  get  the 
budgetary  explanation,  but  it  certainly 
does  not  satisfy  me. 

I  hope  that  this  commitment  which 
apparently  seems  to  be  made  that  you 
are  going  to  fund  fully  these  programs 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  that  you  did  not 
do  in  the  last  fiscal  year.  I  hope  that 
commitment  is  met. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  wish  to  repudiate  em¬ 
phatically  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  now  speaking  has  committed  him¬ 
self  with  reference  to  any  future  legisla¬ 
tion  involving  these  programs. 

I  simply  meant  to  say,  and  I  believe  I 
did  say,  that  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  we 
will  have  further  opportunity  to  weigh 
and  consider  sums  which  may  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  purpose  and  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  other  body 
would  have  adequate  opportimity  to  work 
its  will  approving  the  budget  requests,  or 
raising  the  figures  or  lowering  them  as 
might  be  determined. 
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But  to  intimate  that  anyone  in  the 
House  has  committed  himself  to  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  full  authorizations  is  com¬ 
pletely  beside  the  point  and  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  I  misunderstood  the 
gentleman  then. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  there  by  any  chance 
any  money  in  this  bill  for  certain  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  of  Representatives — 
the  gentleman  will  recall  an  authorizing 
bill  providing  a  pay  increase  for  certain 
Members  of  the  House  was  passed  by  the 
House  and  sent  to  the  other  body  and 
then  recommitted  to  the  committee?  Is 
there  any  money  in  this  bill  to  provide  for 
those  pay  increases  if  and  when  that  au¬ 
thorization  bill  is  passed? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  other  body  made  no 
changes  in  items  in  the  House  bill  that 
relate  solely  to  housekeeping  items  of  the 
House,  with  respect  to  additional  pay  or 
otherwise.  That  is  the  time-honored  pro¬ 
cedure.  And  I  should  add  that  the 
amounts  in  the  House  bill  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  pay  to  which  the  gentleman  re¬ 
fers — which  were  discussed  when  we  had 
the  bill  on  the  floor  in  May — will  shortly 
lapse  if  the  authorization  bill  is  not  soon 
enacted. 

The  question  in  respect  to  fiscal  1970 
will  arise  when  the  regular  bill  for  1970 
comes  along. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
previously  made.) 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  raise  a  question  in  the  light 
of  what  has  been  discussed  here  during 
the  past  few  minutes. 

I  notice  in  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  appropriations 
on  page  17  in  amendments  41,  42,  and  43 
there  has  been  a  cutting  and  a  minimiza¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  of  moneys  in  this 
supplemental  budget. 

Then,  if  you  turn  to  page  4  under  title 
I,  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  we 
have  increased  that  amount  which  the 
other  body  has  asked  for  in  this  supple¬ 
mental  budget. 

I  would  like  to  get  some  kind  of  ex¬ 
planation,  in  the  light  of  what  is  hap¬ 
pening,  as  to  why  the  House  in  its  con¬ 
ference  report  recommended  this  increase 
in  the  amendments  to  which  I  have  re- 
feiTed,  amendments  numbered  41,  42, 
and  43. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Flood)  ,  a  member  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  for  his  comments  with  regard  to 
amendments  numbered  41  and  42  in¬ 
volving  the  $16  million  for  educational 
opportunity  grants. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  York  that  in  the  first 
place  the  amount  appropriated  for  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grants  in  the  reg¬ 
ular  Labor-HEW  appropriations  for 
1969  was  a  reduction  of  $16  million  from 


the  budget  request.  This  is  the  history 
of  this  item.  It  was  originally  put  in  last 
year’s  bill  by  the  other  body.  It  was  not 
considered  by  the  House,  because  it  was 
not  authorized  at  the  time  the  House 
acted  on  the  appropriations  bill.  The 
conferees  agreed  upon  an  appropriation 
of  $124,600,000  for  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants,  which  was  $16  miljion 
below  the  budget  estimate  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  allowance. 

There  was  no  supplemental  i-equest  by 
either  the  Johnson  or  the  Nixon  admin¬ 
istrations  for  additional  funds  for  this 
program,  and  none  were  included  in  the 
supplemental  bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 
Since  it  was  not  budgeted,  and  was  not 
included  in  the  House  bill,  and  would 
have  restored  a  deliberate  reduction 
made  by  the  Congress  in  the  regular  bill, 
it  was  dropped  in  the  conference  report. 

This  is  no  reflection  on  the  program. 
Personally,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  just 
as  much  for  it  as  you  are.  That  is  not 
true  of  all  of  the  committee — but  that  is 
the  history.  I  find  no  fault  with  it. 

Mrs.  CHISHOLM.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 

Mr.  EILBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
confess  that  I  was  disappointed  when 
the  conferees  eliminated  from  the  bill  we 
are  now  considering  an  amendment 
which  would  have  restored  the  $16  mil¬ 
lion  which  was  cut  last  year  from  the  ed¬ 
ucational  opportunity  grants  program. 

Adoption  of  this  amendment  would 
have  meant  that  this  program  would 
have  been  fully  funded.  Not  only  this 
program  but  all  the  others  the  Federal 
Government  has  a  part  in  which  provide 
assistance  to  deserving  youngsters  so  that 
they  can  obtain  a  higher  education  must 
be  fully  funded  or  the  cost  in  terms  of 
missed  opportunities  will  be  vast. 

In  its  education  budget  requests  to 
fund  these  various  student  assistance 
programs  for  the  1970  fiscal  year,  the 
administration  has  adopted  the  position 
that  all  these  programs,  the  educational 
opportimity  grants  program,  the  college 
work-study  program,  the  national  de¬ 
fense  education  loan  program,  and  the 
medical  professions  loan  program  need 
not  be  fully  funded  because  the  slack 
will  be  picked  up  by  the  guaranteed  stu¬ 
dent  loan  program.  Such  a  position  is 
untenable  and  demonstrates  once  more 
the  administration’s  tendency  to  over¬ 
look  the  facts  in  presenting  their  budget 
requests. 

If  the  administration’s  budget  requests 
for  the  educational  opportunity  grants 
program  are  adopted,  the  result  will  be 
that  45,000  fewer  students  will  receive  the 
assistance  the  program  provides.  If  their 
requests  for  the  national  defense  student 
loan  program  are  adopted,  less  than  half 
the  approved  requests  from  students  and 
their  families  for  assistance  under  the 
program  will  be  able  to  be  honored.  If  the 
administration’s  budget  requests  for  the 
college  work-study  program  are  ap¬ 
proved,  the  result  will  be  that  20,000 
fewer  students  will  participate.  In  the 
medical  professions  loan  program,  the 
administration’s  budget  requests  would 
provide  half  the  funds  which  were  avail¬ 
able  last  year.  These  are  the  facts. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  can  the 
guaranteed  student  loan  program  pick  up 


the  slack?  The  facts  say  it  cannot.  This 
program  was  designed  to  provide  assist¬ 
ance  to  middle-income  families  with  in¬ 
comes  of  under  $15,000  so  their  sons  and 
daughters  can  get  the  benefit  of  a  higher 
education.  The  facts  say  that  85  percent 
of  the  loans  made  under  this  program 
were  made  to  families  with  incomes  of 
under  $12,000.  The  facts  also  say  that  57 
percent  of  these  loans  were  made  to 
families  with  incomes  of  under  $6,000. 
Thus,  the  program  has  nob  reached  the 
income  level  it  was  intended  to.  I  have 
no  objection  whatever  to  loans  being 
made  to  these  families.  What  I  do  object 
to  is  the  administration’s  view  that  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  designed  specifically  to 
assist  youngsters  from  low-income  homes 
be  cut  and  the  slack  taken  up  by  a 
middle-income  program.  Middle-income 
taxpayers  support  these  programs  with 
their  taxes.  They  have  every  right  to  par¬ 
ticipate.  However  under  the  administra¬ 
tion  plan  they  will  not  be  able  to  since 
all  loans  under  the  program  will  go  to 
very  low-income  families.  I  believe  all 
these  student  loan  programs  should  be 
fully  funded.  The  result  of  such  action 
on  our  part  will  provide  that  both  low- 
and  middle-income  youngsters  can  ob¬ 
tain  the  help  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  continuing  their  educations.  If  we 
had  adopted  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  commitee  restoring  cuts  in  the 
educational  opportunity  grants  programs 
we  would  have  made  our  position  on  this 
matter  clear.  However,  I  am  hopeful  that, 
when  the  Labor  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  appropriations  bill  is  considered, 
we  will  act  and  make  our  thoughts  on  the 
matter  quite  clear. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  unfortunately, 
the  conference  report  on  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1969,  like  the  biU  already 
passed  by  the  House  on  May  20 — H.R. 
11400 — lumps  together  funds  which  are 
necessary  for  important  domestic  pro¬ 
grams  with  some  $1.2  billion  for  military 
operations  in  Southeast  Asia. 

This  means  a  choice  of  either  approv¬ 
ing  the  entire  package  recommended  by 
the  conferees,  and  thereby  allocating  still 
more  funds  to  the  prosecution  of  the  war 
in  Vietnam,  or  voting  against  the  entire 
supplemental  appropriations  bill.  I  re¬ 
gret  that  the  House  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  put  us  in  this  situation  again. 
As  the  Members  are  well  aware,  there  is 
strong  and  conscientious  opposition  to 
the  continuation  of  the  war  in  Vietnam. 
There  should  be  an  opportunity  for 
Members  to  vote  separately  on  the  $1.2 
billion  contained  in  this  package  for 
additional  funds  for  military  operations 
in  Southeast  Asia.  As  long  as  these  funds 
for  the  Vietnam  war  remain  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  I  cannot  support  it.  As  I 
pointed  out  during  the  debate  on  H.R. 
11400  on  May  20,  one-third  of  the  total 
amount  of  money  allocated  in  this  pack¬ 
age  is  for  prosecuting  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  some  $27 
or  $28  billion  which  Congress  has  already 
appropriated  for  the  war  for  fiscal  year 
1969. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  increases  by  $38  million  the  amount 
of  money  which  was  provided  in  the  bill 
as  it  passed  the  House  on  May  20. 
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The  increases  approved  in  conference 
include  an  additional  $7  million  for  naval 
military  personnel  and  $31  million  in 
additional  funds  for  Air  Force  military 
personnel.  That  fimds  for  Southeast 
Asian  military  operations  could  have 
been  actually  increased  in  the  face  of 
our  mounting  domestic  crisis  is  an  indi¬ 
cation  of  the  overall  failure  of  Congress 
to  reallocate  funds  in  the  Federal  budget 
on  the  basis  of  the  multitude  of  prob¬ 
lems  confronting  the  cities  and  the  un¬ 
met  social  needs  of  our  society. 

As  in  past  years,  the  costs  of  the  war 
have  been  underestimated.  Each  year  for 
the  past  5  years  Congress  has  been  asked 
to  appropriate  supplementary  funds  for 
the  Vietnam  war.  On  each  of  those  occa¬ 
sions — in  1965,  1966,  1967,  1968,  and  now 
1969 — I  have  pointed  out  that  the  only 
means  Congress  has  to  affect  Vietnam 
policy  is  through  the  power  of  the  purse. 
Today  Congress  has  another  opportunity 
to  assert  control  over  the  conduct  of  the 
war.  The  funds  allocated  by  Congress  for 
the  war  do  more  than  support  oim  troops. 
They  support  the  war  policy  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  What  has  the  policy  of  the 
Johnson  and  now  the  Nixon  administra¬ 
tion  been  since  the  last  occasion  on 
which  Congress  voted  funds  in  support 
of  the  war? 

Since  May  1968,  when  the  Paris  peace 
talks  began,  over  14,000  American  serv¬ 
icemen  have  been  killed.  The  destruction 
and  suffering  which  have  been  the  lot  of 
the  Vietnamese  people  for  over  20  years 
continue  unabated. 

On  June  8  at  his  conference  with  South 
Vietnamese  President  Thieu  on  Midway 
Island,  Pi'esident  Nixon  announced  that 
he  would  withdi’aw  25,000  American 
troops  over  the  next  3  months.  Does  this 
mean  that  the  end  of  the  war  is  finally 
in  sight?  Regrettably,  I  do  not  think  that 
it  does.  In  the  first  place,  both  President 
Nixon  and  President  Thieu  went  to  great 
lengths  to  point  out  that  this  was  not 
really  a  withdrawal  of  troops  but  the  re¬ 
placement  of  om’  troops  with  the  South 
Vietnamese  forces.  Second,  as  ovn  for¬ 
mer  chief  negotiator  in  Paris  imder 
President  Johnson,  Governor  Averell 
Harriman,  has  pointed  out,  25,000  troops 
is  not  a  significant  number  and  will  not 
affect  the  negotiations  in  Paris,  which 
have  now  been  stalled  for  over  a  year. 
Diming  the  course  of  a  recent  radio  in¬ 
terview  with  me.  Governor  Harriman 
emphasized  a  reduction  in  the  violence  by 
both  sides  as  an  essential  prerequisite  to 
a  negotiated  settlement  in  Paris,  and 
urged  that,  since  the  United  States  had 
issued  orders  to  General  Abrams  for  all- 
out  fighting,  the  United  States  should 
take  the  lead  in  reducing  the  level  of 
fighting. 

Contrary  to  the  optimistic  statements 
of  the  Nixon  administration,  the  end  is 
still  not  in  sight.  The  only  way  that  the 
Congress  can  exercise  any  influence  on 
the  direction  of  our  foreign  policy  in 
Southeast  Asia  is  to  vote  “No”  on  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  war. 

For  5  years  now  the  critics  of  the  war 
in  Vietnam  have  been  urging  alternative 
policies  in  Southeast  Asia.  In  1964,  I 
urged  a  specific  strategy  for  neutraliza¬ 
tion  of  Southeast  Asia  to  avoid  broaden¬ 
ing  the  conflict.  But  the  conflict  was 


broadened.  In  1965,  I  argued  against  the 
Americanization  of  the  war  and  against 
escalating  our  military  commitment.  But 
the  war  was  Americanized  and  our  com¬ 
mitment  escalated.  In  1966,  I  again 
pointed  to  the  policy  alternatives  avail¬ 
able  to  us.  But  instead  the  choice  of  con¬ 
tinued  escalation  was  made.  In  1967,  I 
called  for  renewed  diplomatic  efforts  and 
an  end  to  the  bombing  in  the  north.  But 
diplomacy  took  a  back  seat  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  emphasis  on  imposing  a  military 
solution. 

In  March  of  1968,  candidate  Richard 
M.  Nixon  said  “the  next  Pi-esident  of  the 
United  States  must  end  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam,”  and  indicated  he  had  specific  dip¬ 
lomatic  strategies  in  mind  as  a  way  of 
hastening  a  settlement  of  the  confiict. 

Today,  despite  the  fact  that  the  Paris 
negotiations  continue  to  produce  no 
progress,  that  the  killing  of  hundreds 
of  American  servicemen  each  week  goes 
on,  that  South  Vietnam  continues  to  be 
destroyed  so  that  it  may  be  “saved” — 
President  Nixon  hails  the  withdrawal  of 
25,000  American  troops  as  “the  opening 
of  the  door”  to  peace. 

In  South  Vietnam,  President  Thieu  has 
shut  down  the  37th  newspaper  since  the 
Saigon  government  announced  an  end 
to  press  censorship  over  a  year  ago, 
warned  the  South  Vietnamese  population 
that  advocates  of  a  coalition  government 
will  be  punished,  and  summoned  South 
Vietnamese  citizens  to  police  headquar¬ 
ters  for  “questioning”  because  they 
called  for  a  “government  of  reconcilia¬ 
tion”  and  a  negotiated  settlement  to  the 
war. 

This  is  the  state  of  the  war  in  Vietnam 
today,  for  which  the  conference  report 
before  us  appropriates  an  additional  $1.2 
billion. 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  in  my  remarks, 
the  request  for  supplemental  funds  for 
Southeast  Asian  military  operations  has 
been  tied  to  other  appropriations  for 
some  vital  domestic  programs  which  I 
support  and,  in  several  cases,  have  even 
proposed. 

On  January  30,  I  introduced  an  omni¬ 
bus  supplemental  appropriations  bill, 
H.R.  5562,  to  fully  fund  several  impor¬ 
tant  housing  programs  established  un¬ 
der  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1968.  This  legislation  would  pro¬ 
vide  supplemental  appropriations  to 
bring  the  section  235  homeownership 
program,  the  section  236  rental  and  co¬ 
operative  housing  program,  the  rent  sup¬ 
plement  program,  the  urban  renewal 
program,  and  the  urban  renewal  com¬ 
ponent  of  the  model  cities  program  to 
the  full  amounts  authorized  by  Congress. 

The  conference  report  includes  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  three  pro¬ 
grams — section  235,  section  236,  and  low- 
rent  public  housing.  Both  sections  235 
and  236  would  receive  an  additional  $45 
million  for  fiscal  year  1969 — which,  al¬ 
though  it  is  $5  million  more  than  was 
approved  by  the  House,  still  leaves  each 
program  $5  million  below  the  amoimt 
authorized  by  Congress.  The  low-rent 
public  housing  program — which  remains 
the  only  effective  way  to  reach  low- 
income  people  in  our  large  urban  areas — 
would  receive  an  additional  $7,168,000  for 


fiscal  year  1968  and  $16  million  for  fiscal 
year  1969  in  contract  authorization. 

While  I  am  pleased  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  has  recommended  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  these  three 
programs,  I  am  disappointed  that  it  does 
not  provide  additional  funds  for  the  rent 
supplement  program.  Each  year  the  rent 
supplement  program  has  been  starved 
for  funds;  the  current  fiscal  year  is  no 
exception.  While  the  administration  rec¬ 
ommended  $65  million  for  rent  supple¬ 
ments  for  fiscal  year  1969,  Congress 
appropriated  only  $30  million.  Urban 
renewal,  which  also  would  receive  no 
additional  funds,  was  appropriated  only 
$312  million  although  it  was  authorized 
to  receive  $500  million. 

These  programs  must  be  funded  to  the 
full  amount  authorized  by  Congress  if 
there  is  to  be  an  effective  attack  of  the 
housing  crisis  which  besets  our  cities.  As 
has  been  the  case  so  often  before,  the 
supplementary  amount  recommended  for 
the  war  in  this  conference  report  alone 
is  greater  than  the  amount  which  would 
be  needed  to  fully  fund  urgently  needed 
housing  programs. 

I  am  also  disturbed  that  the  $1  million 
appropriation  to  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  for  en¬ 
forcement  of  fair  housing — under  title 
vm  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968 — 
which  was  approved  by  the  Senate,  has 
been  deleted  in  the  conference  report.  In 
its  budget  request  HUD  requested  $2  mil¬ 
lion  to  caiTy  on  fair  housing  activities. 

As  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Secretary  Romney  stated  in  his  testi¬ 
mony  in  support  of  this  appropriation 
request  for  enforcing  fair  housing: 

It  is  simply  impossible  to  attain  this  goal 
(providing  a  decent  home  in  a  suitable  liv¬ 
ing  environment  for  every  American  family) 
without  a  major  and  continuing  effort  in 
pursuit  of  fair  housing  for  every  person  in 
this  country.  (Parentheses  added.)  (Hearings 
on  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Bill, 
1969,  p.  570.) 

At  present,  the  fair  housing  program 
has  received  only  $2  million  to  carry 
on  its  efforts  from  Congress.  If  the  fair 
housing  provisions  of  the  1968  Civil 
Rights  Act  are  to  have  meaning.  Con¬ 
gress  must  allocate  suflBcient  resources  to 
fulfill  that  goal. 

During  debate  on  past  omnibus  appro¬ 
priation  bills,  the  argument  has  been 
made  that,  since  appropriations  for  im¬ 
portant  domestic  programs  are  included, 
the  bills  should  be  supported  despite  the 
fact  that  they  include  appropriations  for 
the  war. 

I  cannot  accept  that  argument  because 
it  ignores  two  basic  factors. 

First,  it  is  simply  not  true  that  the  de¬ 
feat  of  this  bill  because  of  the  inclusion 
of  appropriations  for  the  Vietnam  war 
would  result  in  the  cutting  off  of  funds 
for  domestic  programs.  If  the  House  re¬ 
fused  to  approve  the  conference  report 
because  it  contained  appropriations  ear¬ 
marked  for  Southeast  Asian  military  op¬ 
erations,  the  war  funds  would  be  re¬ 
moved,  and  the  other  parts  of  the  bill 
would  come  back  to  the  floor. 

Second,  and  perhaps  more  fundamen¬ 
tally,  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  vital 
domestic  programs,  which  are  presently 
receiving  leftover  scale  support,  will 
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never  be  fully  funded  until  the  costly 
Vietnam  war  is  terminated.  As  long  as 
appropriation  bills  continue  to  allocate 
one-third  of  available  resources  to 
Southeast  Asian  military  operations — as 
does  this  bill — our  cities  will  continue  to 
rot;  our  economy  will  continue  to  de¬ 
teriorate;  and  our  unmet  social  needs  will 
remain  unmet.  The  solution  of  our  do¬ 
mestic  crisis  must  be  preceded  by  the 
termination  of  the  Vietnam  war. 

For  5  long  years  Congress,  through  the 
appropriations  process,  has  acquiesced  in 
a  disastrous  policy.  Some  36,600  Ameri¬ 
can  seiwicemen  have  been  killed  and 
many  thousands  more  maimed  and 
wounded. 

For  5  long  years  the  war  has  consumed 
national  resources  desperately  needed  to 
combat  urban  problems.  Each  year  the 
end  of  the  war,  at  least  according  to  the 
administration,  was  just  around  the  cor¬ 
ner — especially  at  appropriations  time. 
And  each  year  the  administration  has  re¬ 
turned  demanding  still  more  resources. 

It  is  time  that  Congress  recognize  that 
it  must  call  a  halt  to  our  military  in¬ 
volvement  in  Vietnam.  It  has  the  power 
to  do  so;  namely,  through  the  power  of 
the  purse. 

Once  again  the  request  for  funds  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  Vietnam  war 
presents  us  with  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
direct  national  policy  and  to  end  the 
death  and  destruction  in  Vietnam.  I  urge 
that  that  opportunity  be  utilized  and 
that  this  request  for  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  be  rejected  until  the  funds  for 
Southeast  Asian  military  operations  are 
eliminated. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
express  my  opposition  to  the  conference 
report  on  the  second  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  which  is  before  us  today. 

While  there  is  a  good  deal  that  is 
worthwhile  in  this  bill — particularly  the 
funds  for  further  acquisition  of  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  and  the  additional 
$90  million  for  the  housing  assistance 
interest  subsidy  programs.  But  there  is 
a  good  deal  to  be  concerned  about,  too. 

I  am  especially  concerned  about  the  ex¬ 
penditure  ceiling  written  into  this  bill. 
As  you  will  recall,  I  introduced  amend¬ 
ments  on  the  House  floor  during  the  orig¬ 
inal  consideration  of  this  bill  to  exempt 
from  the  ceiling  those  uncontrollable  ex¬ 
penditures  which  the  Congress  does  not 
consider  annually  and  which  are  based 
only  on  estimates  in  the  budget.  I  moved 
to  exempt  these  items  from  the  ceiling  in 
order  to  assure  that  other  programs  for 
which  Congress  had  expressed  its  support 
in  specific  annual  appropriations  would 
noit  be  cut  back  inadvertently.  I  was  par¬ 
ticularly  fearful  that  if  the  budget  imder- 
estimates  ran  as  high  as  the  $6  billion 
low  estimate  in  last  year’s  budget,  the 
social  programs  like  health,  education, 
job  training,  and  the  other  antipoverty 
efforts  would  be  reduced  by  a  substantial 
amount,  perhaps  on  the  order  of  $6 
billion. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  Senate 
adopted  my  position  with  regard  to  the 
exemption  of  these  uncontrollable  items. 
I  am  less  pleased  to  note  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  allow  only  very  limited 
flexibility  in  connection  with  these  im- 
controllable  expenses.  The  conference 


has  provided  that  $2  billion  in  under¬ 
estimates  on  uncontrollable  items  can 
be  absorbed  without  requiring  reductions 
in  the  other  expenditures  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

My  worry  is  that  this  $2  billion  is  not 
enough  flexibility.  If  the  underestimates 
of  last  year  were  repeated  this  year,  the 
$2  billion  leeway  would  certainly  not  be 
enough.  It  is  for  this  reason,  to  protect 
our  social  programs  from  overruns  in 
the  uncontrollable  programs,  that  I  will 
again  today  vote  against  this  expenditure 
ceiling. 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
cast  my  vote  against  the  second  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation,  1969,  out  of 
conviction  that  this  bill  once  again  re¬ 
flects  the  lack  of  concern  for  the  real 
needs  of  this  Nation. 

We  are  appropriating  an  additional 
$176  million  for  a  Southeast  Asia  mili¬ 
tary  operation,  another  $265  million  for 
Army  personnel,  $267.6  million  more  for 
Air  Force  personnel. 

As  in  the  past,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  prob¬ 
lem  is  not  with  any  one  part  of  this 
supplemental  appropriations  hodge¬ 
podge.  My  problem  is  that  we  have  once 
ag'ain  failed  to  assess  our  priorities.  I  am 
gravely  concerned  that  the  ceiling  we 
have  imposed  will  result  in  dollars  being 
taken  from  the  hide  of  our  cities.  Past 
experience  demonstrates  that,  if  ex¬ 
penditures  are  out  along  the  way,  money 
will  come  from  the  social  and  economic 
programs  so  desperately  needed  to  re¬ 
lieve  our  dying  cities. 

Any  one  or  all  of  these  appropriations 
may  indeed  be  worthy.  Certainly  those 
appropriations  which  reflect  the  latest 
Federal  pay  raises  are  well-justified  in 
the  interest  of  maintaining  the  high  cali¬ 
ber  of  Federal  employees  and  making 
Government  service  attractive  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  with  the  private  sector.  I 
support  the  lifting  of  the  foolish  restric¬ 
tions  relating  to  the  personnel  levels  of 
civilian  Government  employment. 

Nonetheless,  I  And  substantial  sums 
of  money  appropriated  which  have  not 
been  carefully  examined  as  to  need,  and 
which  have  not  been  assessed  against 
programs  which  I  regard  as  more  urgent, 
very  much  more  urgent  for  our  Nation. 
I  become  more  convinced  every  day  that 
we  need  a  fundamental  and  searching 
scrutiny  of  our  existing  programs  in 
order  to  reallocate  our  resources  where 
they  are  most  needed.  Our  military  ex- 
penitures  could  easily  be  pared  by 
billions  of  dollars.  We  spend  additional 
billions  in  support  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  curb  food  production, 
while  millions  of  Americans  suffering 
from  malnutrition  pay  too  much  for 
food  stamps.  Evei-y  day  reports  reach 
my  office  of  budget  cuts  affecting  our 
education  system,  our  health  programs, 
our  employment  programs.  We  still  spend 
more  on  oiir  space  program  than  we  do 
to  improve  the  lot  of  our  poor.  Middle- 
class  urban  taxpayers  And  their  tax  load 
increasing  rapidly  and  are  being  slowly 
starved  for  basic  services — schools,  gar¬ 
bage  collection,  recreation  facilities,  po¬ 
lice  protection. 

I  reject  the  concept  that  the  quiet 
American  must  continue  to  be  the  victim 
of  our  failure  to  take  stock,  restate  na¬ 


tional  goals  and  commitments,  and  re¬ 
cast  priorities.  More  and  more  people 
are  speaking  out  most  eloquently  against 
the  inequities  and  unjustifiable  burdens 
being  imposed  on  all  Americans,  heed¬ 
lessly  and  without  analysis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  responsibility  of  the 
Congress  is  to  listen  thoughtfully  and 
react  in  a  responsive,  responsible  way. 
We  have  not  really  begun  to  hear  the 
many  voices  of  protest  in  today’s 
America,  from  poor  and  middle  class 
alike. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Holifield).  The  question  is  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evidently 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  348,  nays  49,  not  voting  35, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  102] 

YEAS — 348 


Abbitt 

Chamberlain 

Ford,  Gerald  R, 

Abernethy 

ChappeU 

Ford, 

Adair 

Clark 

William  D, 

Adams 

Clausen, 

Foreman 

Addabbo 

Don  H. 

Fountain 

Albert 

Clawson,  Del 

Friedel 

Alexander 

Cleveland 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Anderson, 

Collins 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Tenn. 

Colmer 

Fuqua 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Conable 

Galiflanakis 

Annunzio 

Conte 

Gallagher 

Arends 

Corbett 

Gaydos 

Ayres 

Corman 

Gettys 

Baring 

Coughlin 

Glaimo 

Barrett 

Cowger 

Gibbons 

Beall,  Md. 

Culver 

Goldwater 

Belcher 

Cunningham 

Gonzalez 

Bell,  Calif. 

Daddario 

Goodling 

Bennett 

Daniel,  Va. 

Gray 

Betts 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Griffin 

Bevill 

Davis,  Wis. 

Griffiths 

Biaggl 

de  la  Garza 

Grover 

Blester 

Delaney 

Gubser 

Blanton 

Dellenback 

Gude 

Blatnik 

Denney 

Hagan 

Boland 

Dennis 

Haley 

Bolling 

Dent 

Halpern 

Brademas 

Dickinson 

Hamilton 

Brasco 

Dingell 

Hammer- 

Bray 

Donohue 

schmidt 

Brinkley 

Dorn 

Hanley 

Brock 

Dowdy 

Hanna 

Brooks 

Downing 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Broomfield 

Dulskl 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Brotzman 

Duncan 

Harvey 

Brown,  Mich, 

Dwyer 

Hastings 

Brown,  Ohio 

Eckhardt 

Hathaway 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Edmondson 

Hays 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Hebert 

Buchanan 

Edwards,  La, 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Burke,  Fla, 

Eilberg 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Burke,  Mass, 

Erlenborn 

Henderson 

Burleson,  Tex, 

Esch 

Hicks 

Burlison,  Mo, 

Eshleman 

Hogan 

Burton,  Utah 

Evans,  Colo, 

Holifield 

Budi 

Fallon 

Horton 

Button 

Fascell 

Hosmer 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Feighan 

Howard 

Byrnes,  Wis, 

Findley 

Hull 

Cabell 

Fish 

Hungate 

Caffery 

Fisher 

Hunt 

Carter 

Flood 

Hutchinson 

Casey 

Flowers 

Ichord 

Cederberg 

Flynt 

Jarman 

Celler 

Foley 

Johnson,  Calif. 
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Johnson,  Pa. 

Moss 

Shriver 

Jonas 

Murphy,  Rl. 

Sikes 

Jones,  Ala. 

Myers 

Skubitz 

Jones,  N.C. 

Natcher 

Slack 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Nedzl 

Smith,  Calif. 

Kazen 

Nelsen 

Smith,  Iowa 

Kee 

Nichols 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Keith 

Nix 

Snyder 

King 

Obey 

Springer 

Kleppe 

O’Hara 

Stafford 

Kluczynskl 

Olsen 

Staggers 

Kuykendall 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Stanton 

Kyros 

Passman 

Steed 

Landgrebe 

Patman 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Landrum 

Patten 

Steiger,  Wls. 

Langen 

Pelly 

Stephens 

Leggett 

Pepper 

Stubblefield 

Lennon 

Perkins 

Stuckey 

Lipscomb 

Pettis 

Sullivan 

Lloyd 

Phllbln 

Symington 

Long,  La. 

Pickle 

Taft 

Long,  Md. 

Pike 

Talcott 

Lowensteln 

Plrnle 

Taylor 

Lu)an 

Poage 

Teague,  Calif. 

Lukens 

Poff 

Teague,  Tex. 

McCarthy 

Pollock 

Thompson,  Ga. 

McClory 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

McCloskey 

Price,  HI. 

Tiernan 

McClure 

Price,  Tex. 

‘Tunney 

McCulloch 

Pryor,  Ark. 

Udall 

McDade 

Pucinskl 

Ullman 

McDonald, 

Purcell 

utt 

Mich. 

Quie 

Van  Deerlln 

McEwen 

Railsback 

Vander  Jagt 

McPall 

Randall 

Vanik 

McKneally 

Rarlck 

Vlgorito 

Macdonald, 

Reid,  lU. 

Waggonner 

Mass. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Waldie 

MacGregor 

Relfel 

Wampler 

Madden 

Reuss 

Watkins 

Mahon 

Rhodes 

Watson 

Marsh 

Rlegle 

Watts 

Martin 

Rivers 

Welcker 

Mathias 

Roberts 

Whalen 

Matsunaga 

Robison 

Whalley 

Mayne 

Rodino 

White 

Meeds 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Whitehurst 

Melcher 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Whitten 

Mesklll 

Ron  an 

Widnall 

Michel 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Wiggins 

Miller,  Calif. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

WUllams 

MUls 

Rostenkowski 

Winn 

Minlsh 

Roudebush 

Wold 

Mink 

Ruth 

Wright 

Mlnshall 

St  Germain 

Wyatt 

Mize 

St.  Onge 

Wydler 

Mizell 

Sandman 

Wyman 

Mollohan 

Satterfield 

Yates 

Monagan 

Schneebell 

Yatron 

Montgomery 

Schwengel 

Young 

Moorhead 

Scott 

Zablockl 

Morgan 

Sebelius 

Zion 

Morse 

Shipley 
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Zwach 

Anderson, 

Edwards,  Calif. 

O’Konskl 

calif. 

Farbstein 

Ottinger 

Ashbrook 

Frey 

Podell 

Bingham 

Gilbert 

Rees 

Blackburn 

Gross 

Rosenthal 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hall 

Roth 

Burton,  Calif. 

Harsha 

Ruppe 

Camp 

Hawkins 

Ryan 

Chisholm 

Helstoskl 

Saylor 

Clancy 

Jacobs 

Schadeberg 

Clay 

Joelson 

Scherle 

Cohelan 

Kastenmeier 

Scheuer 

Conyers 

Koch 

Stokes 

Cramer 

Kyi 

Thomson,  Wls. 

Dawson 

Latta 

Wilson, 

Devine 

Mikva 

Charles  H. 

Diggs 

MUler,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

Wylie 

35 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Derwlnski 

May 

Andrews, 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Morton 

N.  Dak. 

Fraser 

Mosher 

Ashley 

Frelinghuysen 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Aspinall 

Garmatz 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Berry 

Gre^n,  Oreg. 

Powell 

Boggs 

Green,  Pa. 

Quillen 

Bow 

Karth 

Roybal 

Cahill 

Klrwan 

Sisk 

Carey 

McMillan 

Stratton 

Collier 

Mailllard 

Wilson,  Bob 

Davis,  Ga. 

Mann 

Wolff 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 

to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pail’s : 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Mallliard. 
Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Prellng- 
huysen. 


Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mr.  Collier. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Klrwan  with  Mr.  Derwlnski. 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 

Mr.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Karth  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Quillen. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Stratton. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Mann. 

Mr.  Fraser  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Messrs.  DEVINE,  HARSHA,  ROTH, 
THOMSON  of  Wisconsin,  O’KONSKI, 
SCHADEBERG,  AND  DAWSON  changed 
their  votes  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Albert).  The  Clerk  will  report  the  first 
amendment  in  disagreement. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  consider  en  bloc,  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  in  technical  disagree¬ 
ment  and  on  which  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to 
recede  and  concur  as  follows:  Nos.  4,  11, 
13,  16,  27,  29,  31,  33,  38,  39,  43,  46,  51, 
53,  54,  55,  56,  58,  60,  62,  87,  91,  and  92. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  4:  Page  3,  line  18, 
insert: 

“Soil  Conservation  Service 
“flood  prevention 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Flood  pre¬ 
vention’,  $4,000,000  to  remain  available  until 
expended  for  emergency  measures  for  runoff 
retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention,  as 
povided  by  section  216  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1950  (33  U.S.C.  701  b-1).” 

Senate  amendment  No.  11;  Page  6,  line  23, 
inesrt :  “of  which  $95,000  for  the  Department 
of  Corrections  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969,  and”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  13;  Page  8,  line  8, 
insert:  “to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appro¬ 
priations  for  'Economic  Assistance’,  fiscal  year 
1969,  of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel¬ 
opment,”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  16:  Page  9,  line  16, 
insert:  “of  which  $100,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  September  30,  1969;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  27:  Page  12,  line 
23,  Insert:  “of  which  $150,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  29:  Page  13,  line 

17,  Insert: 

“OFFICE  OF  THE  TERRITORIES 
“Administration  op  Territories 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  'Admin¬ 
istration  of  territories’,  $950,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  31:  Page  14.  line 
2, Insert: 

“HEALTH  and  SAFETY 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Health  and 
safety’,  $750,000  to  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  33:  Page  14,  line 
21,  insert:  ",  of  which  $250,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  38:  Page  15,  line 

18,  insert:  of  which  $460,000  shall  remain 

available  until  September  30,  1969;”. 


Senate  amendment  No.  39;  Page  16,  line  6, 
insert:  “prior  to  September  1,  1969”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  43:  Page  19,  line  5, 
Insert:  “to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1969,”, 

Senate  amendment  No.  46;  Page  20,  line 

15,  Insert: 

“SENA'TE 

“For  payment  to  Vide  G.  Bartlett,  widow 
of  E.  L.  Bartlett,  late  a  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Alaska,  $30,000. 

“The  clerk  hire  allowance  of  each  Senator 
from  the  States  of  Illinois  and  Texas  shall 
be  increased  to  that  allowed  Senators  from 
States  having  a  population  of  eleven  million, 
the  population  of  said  States  having  exceeded 
eleven  million  inhabitants. 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Inquiries 
and  Investigations’,  fiscal  year  1968,  $126,- 
900.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  51:  Page  22,  line 
12,  insert:  “,  of  which  $40,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969,”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  53;  Page  22,  after 
line  23,  insert:  “of  which  $101,000  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  September  30,  1969,”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  54:  Page  23,  line 
17,  Insert:  “of  which  $162,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  55:  Page  24,  line 
9,  insert:  “of  which  $737,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  56:  Page  25,  line  1, 
Insert : 

“Environmental  Science  Services 
Administration  • 

“SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

“In  addition  to  the  amount  made  avail¬ 
able  in  the  appropriation  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Commerce  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1969,  for  retirement  pay  of  com¬ 
missioner  oflScers  and  payments  under  the 
Retired  Servicemen’s  Family  Protection  Plan, 
$147,000  shall  be  available  in  that  appropri¬ 
ation  for  such  expenses.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  58:  Page  26,  line  14, 
insert:  “of  which  $205,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  September  30,  1969.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  60:  Page  25,  line  18, 
insert : 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Fees  and 
expenses  of  court-appointed  counsel’,  fiscal 
year  1968,  $850,000.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  62;  Page  27,  line  3, 
Insert:  “,  of  which  $10,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  September  30,  1969,”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  87:  Page  65,  line 

16,  insert: 

“  “Limitation  on  administrative  expenses. 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corpo¬ 
ration”,  (Release  of  $4,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ;”. 

Senate  amendment  No.  91:  Page  73,  line  9, 
Insert : 

“Sec.  503.  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law 
90-364,  approved  June  28,  1968),  is  hereby 
repealed.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  92:  Page  73,  line  12, 
Insert : 

“Sec.  504.  Funds  appropriated,  or  other¬ 
wise  made  available,  by  this  Act  lor  the  fiscal 
year  1969,  shall  remain  available  for  obli¬ 
gation  until  July  1,  1969,  or  for  five  days 
after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  which¬ 
ever  is  later,  unless  a  longer  period  is  spe¬ 
cifically  provided :  Provided,  That  all  obliga¬ 
tions  Incurred  in  anticipation  of  such  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authority  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969  as  well  as  those  for  longer  periods  as 
set  forth  herein  are  hereby  ratified  and  con¬ 
firmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
hereof.” 

Mr.  MAHON  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendments  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  Senate  amendments 
numbered  4.  11,  13,  16.  27,  29,  31,  33,  38,  39, 
43,  46,  51,  53,  54,  55,  56,  58,  60,  62,  87,  91  and 
92,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  next  amendment  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  6 :  Page  5,  line  7 : 
Insert  “and  in  addition,  $1,000,000  to  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
‘Procurement,  Marine  Corps’.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment.  Insert 
"$500,000”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  next  amendment  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  7:  On  page  5,  line 
12,  insert:  “and  in  addition,  $3,000,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropria¬ 
tion  ‘Research,  Development,  Test,  and 
Evaluation,  Army”.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment.  Insert 
“$1,500,000”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  next  amendment  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  8:  On  page  5, 
line  18,  Insert:  “and  in  addition,  $5,377,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  ‘Other  Procurement,  Air  Force’.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
“$2,000,000”, 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  In 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  40:  On  page  16, 
line  19,  Insert: 


“Manpower  Administration 

“manpower  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAINING 
ACTIVITIES 

“F\Dr  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  102  of  the  Manpower 
Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962,  as 
amended,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1969.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  40  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
“$7,500,000”. 

The  motion  was  agi’eed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  42:  On  page  17, 
line  11,  strike  out:  “including  payments  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  108(b)  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended 
(Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968) , 
and  annual  Interest  grants  authorized  by 
section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-575,  ap¬ 
proved  October  16,  1968),  $11,161,000,  of 
which  $3,920,000  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  for  said  annual  interest  grants: 
Provided,  ‘That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  ‘Community 
mental  health  resource  support’.  Public 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969 :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  for  annual  interest  grants  author¬ 
ized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
90-575,  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry 
out  any  grant  to  any  institution  of  higher 
education  unless  such  institution  is  in  full 
compliance  with  section  504  of  such  Act” 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “of  which  $3,920,- 
000  shall  be  for  annual  Interest  grants  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  (Public 
Law  90-575,  approved  October  16,  1968) ,  to 
remain  available  until  expended  for  said  an¬ 
nual  interest  grants,  $360,000  which  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  and  shall 
be  considered  as  interest  earned  on  the  sum 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  section 
108(b)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public 
Education  Act,  as  amended  (D.C.  Code,  sec. 
31-1608)  and  shall  not  be  considered  as  an 
amount  apjiropriated  under  such  section,  and 
$16,000,000  shall  be  for  educational  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
to  remain  available  through  June  30,  1970: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  ‘Community  mental 
health  resource  support’.  Public  Health 
Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  Provided  further, 
’That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  for  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by 
section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant 
to  any  institution  of  higher  education  unless 
such  institution  is  in  full  compliance  with 
section  504  of  such  Act.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  42  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  and  proposed  by  said 
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amendment,  Insert  the  following:  “$3,920,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended  for  an¬ 
nual  interest  grants  authdrized  by  section 
306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act, 
as  amended  (Public  Law  90-575,  approved 
October  16,  1968)  :  Provided,  ‘That,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  $160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  ‘Community  mental  health  resource 
support’.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year 
1969:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  annual 
interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306  of 
the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant  to 
any  Institution  of  higher  education  unless 
such  institution  is  in  full  compliance  with 
section  504  of  such  Act.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  next  amendment  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  90:  On  page  69,  line 
4,  strike  out : 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jime  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $192,900,000,000;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  whenever  action,  or  Inaction,  by 
the  Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations 
and  other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from 
the  President’s  recommendations  thereon,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or 
inaction  on  expenditures  and  net  lending, 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
correspondingly  adjusted. 

“(b)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  .of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodically  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation 
of  this  section.  ‘The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which  be¬ 
gins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act; 
subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the  end 
of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the 
end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter.” 

And  Insert  in  lieu  thereof : 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  shall  not  exceed  $187,900,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  amount  shall  be  increased 
or  decreased  by  the  aggregate  amount  by 
which  the  sum  of  expenditures  and  net 
lending  in  said  fiscal  year  are  greater  than 
or  lesser  than  the  sum  of  expenditures  and 
net  lending  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  for— 

“(1)  items  designated  ‘Open-ended  pro¬ 
grams  and  fixed  costs’  in  the  table  appearing 
on  page  16  of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first 
Congress) ; 

“(2)  the  item  designated  ‘Special  South¬ 
east  Asia  support’  in  the  table  appearing  on 
page  27  of  that  budget; 

“(3)  programs  of  aid  to  schools  in  federally 
impacted  areas,  under  the  Acts  of  Septem¬ 
ber  23  and  September  30,  1950  (U.S.C.,  chs. 
13  and  19); 

“(4)  the  programs  to  which  title  IV  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Amendments  of  1967  (Public  Law  90-247)  is 
applicable;  and 

“(5)  the  item  designated  ‘Veterans  bene¬ 
fits  and  services’  in  the  table  appearing  on 
page  69  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House  Document 
Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first  Con¬ 
gress)  :  Provided  further.  That  whenever  ac¬ 
tion,  or  Inaction  by  the  Congress  on  requests 
for  appropriations  and  other  budgetary  pro¬ 
posals  varies  from  the  President’s  recommen¬ 
dations  thereon,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
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of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect 
of  such  action  or  Inaction  on  expenditures 
and  net  lending.  Including  the  effect  on  the 
limitation  set  forth  herein :  Provided  further. 
That  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodically  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of 
this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the 
end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first 
session  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  reserve  from  ex¬ 
penditure  and  net  lending,  from  appropria¬ 
tions  or  other  obligational  authority  here¬ 
tofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  made  available, 
such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a). 

“Such  reservations  by  the  President  shall 
be  in  amounts  suflacient  to  insure  reductions 
of  not  less  than  $1,900,000,000  in  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending,  below  the  amounts 
recommended  in  the  April  review  of  the 
1970  Budget,  for  programs  other  than  those 
designated  in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  (3), 
(4),  and  (5)  of  subsection  (a). 

“(c)  In  the  administration  of  any  pro¬ 
gram  as  to  which — 

“(1)  the  amoimt  of  expenditures  or  net 
lending  is  limited  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) , 
and 

“(2)  the  allocation,  grant,  apportionment, 
or  other  distribution  of  funds  among  recip¬ 
ients  is  required  to  be  determined  by  appli¬ 
cation  of  a  formula  involving  the  amount 
appropriated  or  otherwise  made  available  for 
distribution,  the  amount  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  or  obligation  (as  determined  by 
the  President)  shall  be  substituted,  in  the 
application  of  the  formula,  for  the  amount 
appropriated  or  otherwise  made  available. 

“Expenditures  by  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power 
operations,  from  the  sale  of  any  power  pro¬ 
gram  assets,  or  from  power  revenue  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  evidences  of  Indebtedness 
shall  not  be  subject  to  any  limitations  im¬ 
posed  by  this  title.’’ 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  90  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  and  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  Insert  the  following ; 

“Sec.  401(a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
(budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Government 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 
shall  not  exceed  $191,900,000,000:  Provided, 
That  whenever  action,  or  inaction,  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  refiected  in  the 
‘Review  of  the  1970  Budget’  appearing  on 
pages  E2993-2996  of  the  Congressional  Record 
of  April  16,  1969,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays) ,  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  corre¬ 
spondingly  adjusted:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  the 
Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  on  ex¬ 
penditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays) 
of  other  actions  by  the  Congress  (whether 
initiated  by  the  President  or  the  Congress) 
and  the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
corresjKmdingly  adjusted:  Provided  further. 
That  net  Congressional  actions  or  inactions 
affecting  expenditures  and  net  lending  re¬ 
flected  In  the  'Review  of  the  1970  Budget’ 


shall  not  serve  to  reduce  the  foregoing  of 
$191,900,000,000  unless  and  until  such  ac¬ 
tions  or  inactions  result  in  a  net  reduction 
of  $1,000,000,000  below  total  expenditures  and 
net  lending  estimated  for  1970  in  the  ‘Re¬ 
view  of  the  1970  Budget’. 

“(b)  (1)  In  the  event  the  President  shall 
estimate  and  determine  that  expenditures 
and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  during  the 
fiscal  year  1970  for  the  following  items  (the 
expenditures  for  which  arise  under  appro¬ 
priations  or  other  authority  not  requiring 
annual  action  by  the  Congress)  appearing 
on  page  16  of  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 
(H.  Doc.  91-15,  part  1,  Ninety-first  Congress) , 
namely: 

“(i)  items  designated  ‘Social  security. 
Medicare,  and  other  social  Insurance  trust 
funds’; 

“(li)  the  appropriation  ‘National  service 
life  insurance  (trust  fund)’  included  in  the 
items  designated  ‘Veterans  pensions,  com¬ 
pensation,  and  insurance’: 

“(ill)  the  item  ‘Interest’;  and 

“(Iv)  the  item  ‘Farm  price  supports  (Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation)  ’ 
will  exceed  the  estimates  Included  for  such 
items  in  the  ‘Review  of  the  1970  Budget’  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (a)  hereof,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may,  after  notification  in  writing  to  the 
Congress  stating  his  reasons  therefor,  adjust 
accordingly  the  amount  of  the  overall  limi¬ 
tation  provided  in  subsection  (a) . 

“(2)  In  the  event  the  President  shall  esti¬ 
mate  and  determine  that  receipts  (credited 
against  expenditures  and  net  lending)  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1970  derived  from: 

“(1)  sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs 
administered  by  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment,  the  Veterans  Administration,  and 
the  Small  Business  Administration;  and 

“(11)  leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf  will  be  less  than  the  estimates 
Included  for  such  Items  in  the  ‘Review  of  the 
1970  Budget’  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
hereof,  the  President  may,  after  notification 
in  writing  to  the  Congress  stating  his  rea¬ 
sons  therefor,  adjust  accordingly  the  amount 
of  the  overall  limitation  provided  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a) . 

“(3)  The  aggregate  amount  of  the  adjust¬ 
ments  made  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1)  and 
(2)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  $2,- 
000,000,000. 

“(c)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  repwrt  periodically  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of 
this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act; 
subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the  end 
of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first 
session  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

OVERALL  EXPENDITURE  LIMITATION 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
passed  this  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  on  May  21,  1969.  It  passed 
the  other  body  on  June  16,  1969.  The 
amendment  now  before  us,  amendment 
No.  90,  was  the  amendment  which  held 
up  the  conference  for  some  time.  Let  me 
explain  the  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  establishing  a  comprehensive  ceil¬ 
ing  on  Government  spending  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  1970,  is  something  of 
a  landmark  measure  in  the  fiscal  affairs 
of  the  Government.  It  breaks  new 
ground.  It  establishes  a  precedent.  It  sets 
a  basic  pattern  for  the  future. 

For  the  first  time,  it  places  directly  in 


the  hands  of  Congress  the  specific  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  the  maximum  amount  to  be 
taken  out  of  the  Treasury  for  payment 
of  the  Government’s  bills  in  a  given  12- 
month  period. 

Last  year  and  the  year  before,  Con¬ 
gress  adopted  spending  ceilings  of  sorts 
but  they  were  not  all-encompassing. 
They  were  partial  ceilings  at  best.  Last 
year’s  ceiling  exempted  from  its  provi¬ 
sions  about  half  of  the  spending  total. 
And  the  Senate  version  of  this  year’s 
ceiling  was  also  only  a  partial  ceiling;  it 
too  would  have  exempted  over  half  of 
President  Nixon’s  expenditure  budget  for 
fiscal  1970. 

But  we  have  not  adopted  the  Senate 
version.  We  have  adopted  an  all-encom¬ 
passing  provision  that  keeps  the  reins 
for  regulating  the  annual  spending  rate 
in  the  hands  of  Congress. 

We  have  adopted  something  very  close 
to  the  pattern  originally  voted  by  the 
House. 

With  one  limited  exception  which  I 
shall  describe,  we  have  adopted  a  “float¬ 
ing”  or  continuously  adjusting  ceiling 
based  on  actions  or  inactions  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  affect  fiscal  1970  expenditures. 
This  is  patterned  after  the  House  ver¬ 
sion. 

The  statement  of  the  managers  ex¬ 
plains  the  conference  agreement  in  some 
detail  and  contrasts  it  with  the  House 
and  Senate  versions — and  I  shall  insert 
the  full  text  of  it — but  briefiy,  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  differs  in  these  re¬ 
spects: 

The  expenditure  ceiling  was  set  by  the 
conferees  at  $19.9  billion,  $1  billion 
below  the  amount  in  the  administration’s 
April  15  revised  budget.  The  House  bill 
made  no  reduction;  it  was  directed  pri¬ 
marily  to  securing  focus  on  and  ceiling 
control  of  all  spending,  not  primarily  to 
expenditure  reduction. 

The  conference  agreement  includes 
the  language  in  the  House  version  which 
provides  for  varying  the  ceiling  based  on 
congressional  actions  or  inactions  on  the 
budget.  Any  reductions  made  by  Congress 
in  its  individual  actions  or  inactions  on 
the  budget  would  count  toward  the  $1 
billion  cut. 

The  Senate  version  of  the  expenditure 
limitation  would  have  exempted  from 
congressional  ceiling  control  about  $111 
billion  of  the  $192.9  billion  spending 
budget,  and  would  have  imposed  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  at  least  $1.9  billion  against  the 
remaining  $81  billion. 

The  conference  agreement  exempts 
nothing  from  the  ceiling  where  Congress 
annually  acts  on  the  specific  budget  re¬ 
quests,  but  does  provide  a  cushion  of  not 
to  exceed  $2  billion  to  meet  unforeseen 
increases  in  a  handful  of  items — such  as 
interest  on  the  public  debt,  social  se¬ 
curity,  and  so  forth — where  annual  ac¬ 
tion  to  authorize  the  expenditures  is  not 
required  by  Congress.  In  such  instances, 
the  President  would  have  to  notify  Con¬ 
gress  of  any  determinations  to  draw 
against  this  cushion  for  such  adminis¬ 
tratively  uncontrollable  expenditures. 

The  revised  budget  of  April  15  classi¬ 
fies  about  $100  billion  of  the  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  expenditure  total  for  fiscal  1970  as 
relatively  imcontrollable  civilian  pro¬ 
gram  expenditiu-es  under  existing  law. 
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but  several  items  in  this  classification 
are  not  peraiitted  to  be  charged  to  the 
$2  billion  cushion. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  be  possible  for 
the  Government  to  spend  more  than  the 
ceiling  of  $191.9  billion  if  Congress  au¬ 
thorizes  and  appropriates  additional 
funds  or  otherwise  takes  actions  or  faUs 
to  take  actions  at  variance  with  the  budg¬ 
et.  But  regardless  of  what  actions  may 
be  taken,  at  least  $1  billion  must  be  re¬ 
duced.  There  must  be  a  reduction  of  $1 
billion,  according  to  the  language  now 
pending  before  us. 

I  would  say  the  $1  billion  is  a  modest 
reduction.  I  had  hoped  that  we  coifid 
make  a  much  larger  reduction  than  $1 
billion.  I  am  speaking  now  in  terms  of 
expenditures  and  not  in  terms  of  ap¬ 
propriations. 

Last  year;  that  is,  fiscal  1969,  in  terms 
of  appropriations,  we  cut  about  $13  bil¬ 
lion  from  the  budget  and  in  terms  of 
spending  we  cut,  jointly  with  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  about  $6  billion  in  the  non- 
exempted  areas.  But  overnms  in  the  ex¬ 
empted  areas  wiped  out  the  $6  billion. 

However,  the  budget  with  which  we  are 
confronted  this  year  presents  a  difficult 
problem,  but  we  thought  that  under  the 
circumstances  we  could  afford  to  agree 
to  the  $1  billion  reduction,  hoping,  of 
course,  that  the  Congress  through  its  ef¬ 
forts  on  the  various  appropriation  bills 
and  other  bills  will  be  able  to  make  re¬ 
ductions  substantially  greater  than  $1 
billion — certainly  at  least  the  $1  bil¬ 
lion — which  is  specifically  mandated. 

But  the  main  objective  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  original  House  version, 
was  to  fix  an  overall  expenditure  limita¬ 
tion  in  Government,  Government-wide, 
exempting  nothing  at  all.  To  reach  agree¬ 
ment,  we  did  provide  a  cushion,  a  lati¬ 
tude,  of  up  to  $2  billion  for  a  limited 
number  of  so-called  uncontrollable  items. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  A  $1  billion  reduction 
from  what? 

Mr.  MAHON.  A  $1  billion  reduction 
from  the  $192.9  billion  submission  of 
President  Nixon  on  April  15,  1969,  relat¬ 
ing  to  fiscal  1970  budget  outlays. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  Mr. 
Nixon  himself  in  submitting  his  budget 
increased  the  Johnson  budget  for  so- 
called  uncontrollables  but  reduced  the 
Johnson  budget  for  controllables.  So  this 
is  the  figure  from  which  we  operate,  from 
the  $192.9  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  it  gives  the  Presi¬ 
dent  $2  billion  of  so-called  flexibility;  is 
that  correct?  Would  that  be  above  the 
$191.9  billion? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  could  be,  but  only  for 
such  things  as  interest  on  the  national 
debt,  social  security,  and  several  others, 
which  are  imcontrollable  through  the 
normal  appropriations  process.  The  spe¬ 
cific  list  is  in  the  pending  motion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  sounds  like  fiscal 
legerdemain  to  me,  to  say  that  Congress 
is  going  to  cut  $1  billion  and  then  give 
the  President  the  flexibility  to  go  up  $2 
billion. 


Mr.  MAHON.  The  flexibility  applies 
only  to  a  limited  number  of  items  which 
do  not  require  annual  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  which  cannot  be  controlled  by 
the  President,  such  as  the  interest  on 
the  public  debt,  social  security,  and  other 
items  which  are  enumerated.  These  are 
fixed  in  various  basic  laws. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  On  this  point,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  think  it  should  be  noted  for  the 
Record  that  the  bill  when  it  left  the 
House  did  not  contain  any  exemptions. 
The  Senate  bill  contained  many  exemp¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  Senate  exempted 
from  control  about  $111  billion  out  of  the 
$192.9  billion  spending  budget.  And  it 
exempted  many  more  items  than  are 
included  in  the  conference  exemption 
list  now  under  consideration.  And  it  did 
not  put  any  dollar  limit  on  the  exemp¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  jdeld  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask 
the  gentleman  the  amount  of  the  so- 
called  uncontrollables?  The  gentleman  is 
talking  about  the  interest  payment  on 
the  Federal  debt,  the  social  security  pay¬ 
ments,  and  so  forth  and  so  on,  but  what 
else? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Under  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  the  so-called  uncontrol¬ 
lables  were  calculated  to  be  about  $111 
billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  About  $111  billion? 

Mr.  MAHON.  About  $111  billion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  still  leaves,  it  would 
appear  to  me,  a  lot  of  latitude  in  which 
to  cut  when  you  talk  in  terms  of  $111 
billion  on  the  one  hand,  and  $191.9  bil¬ 
lion  on  the  other.  Congress  certainly 
has  a  lot  of  room  to  cut  if  it  wants  to. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Congress  can  work  its 
will.  Whatever  Congress  does  today  it 
can  undo  tomorrow,  of  com'se.  But  the 
gentleman  asked  about  the  imcontrol- 
lables  that  were  established  by  the  other 
body.  For  example,  $25.2  billion  was  ex¬ 
empted  for  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia. 
That  is  not  exempted  in  this  conference 
agreement.  Other  uncontrollables  in¬ 
clude  some  $42  billion  for  the  social 
security,  medicare,  and  other  social  in¬ 
surance  trust  funds.  Interest  is  $16  bil¬ 
lion,  plus,  which  is  considered  an  un¬ 
controllable.  There  are  others  in  the 
Senate  exemption  list. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  (Mr.  Steed)  estimated  sev¬ 
eral  weeks  ago  that  it  would  require  some 
$17.3  billion  this  year  for  the  interest 
payment  on  the  Federal  debt  alone. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
any  doubt  but  what  the  President  would 
have  to  utilize  a  considerable  part  of  the 
$2  billion  cushion  in  order  to  meet  the 
interest  acceleration  on  the  public  debt. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  bear  with  me  for  just  30 
seconds,  I  would  like  to  add  that  I  regret 
that  the  committee  acceded  to  any  such 
exemption  as  this.  The  House  bill  prop¬ 
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erly  provided  no  exceptions  or  exemp¬ 
tions,  as  far  as  I  know.  I  am  sorry  that 
the  conference  did  this.  I  know  of  no 
reason  why  the  President  of  the  United 
States  should  have  this  $2  billion  play, 
this  flexibility  of  $2  billion. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  will  have  to  say,  as  the 
gentleman  well  knows,  that  in  a  confer¬ 
ence  you  do  the  best  you  can.  I  believe 
we  did  reasonably  well  in  eliminating 
several  of  the  exemptions  which  had  been 
provided. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
will  agree  with  me  that  we  have  seen 
too  often  the  results  of  this  body  giving 
Presidents  the  authority  to  put  something 
into  effect  if  they  deem  it  to  be  in  the 
national  interest.  I  am  opposed  to  giving 
this  kind  of  power  to  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  this  kind  of  flexi¬ 
bility. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  was  satisfied  with  the 
original  House  version,  and  much  of  that 
version  is  retained  in  the  conference 
agreement  in  the  sense  that  we  have  a 
total  ceiling  on  Government  spending, 
which  was  an  important  objective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  add  that  over  the 
long  stretch  of  time,  covering  all  admin¬ 
istrations  of  both  parties,  and  for  a  va¬ 
riety  of  reasons,  there  have  been  great 
variations  between  original  budget 
projections  of  expenditures — not  ap¬ 
propriations,  but  expendltimes — for  the 
forthcoming  fiscal  year  and  what  was 
actually  expended  in  that  year.  Original 
budget  estimates  of  spending  simply 
have  a  way  of  not  proving  out,  of  missing 
the  mark. 

Sometimes,  that  is  due  in  part  to  over- 
optimisni. 

Sometimes,  it  is  due  in  part  to  a 
natural  and  understandable  desire  on 
the  part  of  the  executive  branch  to  put 
its  best  budgetary  foot  forward  and  pro¬ 
ject  the  fiscal  outlook  as  favorably  as 
possible.  • 

Sometimes,  it  is  due  in  part  to  un¬ 
foreseen,  even  unforeseeable  require¬ 
ments  for  necessary  or  mandated  pro¬ 
grams  of  government. 

And,  of  com-se,  the  outcome  is  to  some 
extent  influenced  by  the  actions  of  the 
Congress  or  inactions  by  the  Congress  on 
budget  recommendations. 

In  short,  it  is  a  shared  responsibility, 
but  I  believe  it  entirely  fair  to  say  that 
all  administrations  have  tended  to 
shade  the  projected  spending  total  on 
the  low  side.  This  is  not  a  partisan  mat¬ 
ter  at  all.  It  is  simply  a  condition  that 
exists  regardless  of  party  or  person. 

Let  me  be  specific; 

Taking  all  14  budgets  for  the  post- 
Korea  fiscal  years  1955  through  1968,  the 
projected  expenditure  totals  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  annual  budgets  were  cumulatively 
exceeded  by  about  $50  billion.  In  11  of 
the  14  years,  the  overruns  aggregated 
$53.3  billion.  In  3  years,  there  were  un¬ 
derruns  aggregating  $3.5  billion.  But 
overall  for  the  14  years?  the  Government 
actually  expended — for  a  variety  of  rea¬ 
sons — about  $50  billion  more  than  the 
sum  total  of  what  was  projected  in  the 
original  budgets.  That  averages  to  about 
$3.4  billion  a  year. 

That,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  why  the  original 
House  provision  held  significant  poten- 
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tial  for  savings  if  it  had  been  adopted 
and  adhered  to. 

Taking  those  14  budgets  by  admin¬ 
istrations,  the  first  seven,  from  1955 
through  1961,  were  under  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration.  The  net  overrun 
for  the  7  years,  comparing  actual  spend¬ 
ing  to  the  original  budget  projection,  was 
about  $17  billion. 

The  3  years  1962-64  were  under  the 
Kennedy  administration,  and  in  those 
3  years  the  net  overnin  was  $6  billion. 

The  4  years  1965-68  imder  the  John¬ 
son  administration  show  a  net  oven’un  of 
nearly  $27  billion. 

The  Nixon  administration  is,  I  feel 
certain,  going  to  show  an  overrun  for 
1970,  but  it  is  too  early  to  speak  more 
precisely  on  this  point. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  while  we  did  not  in 
the  conference  get  exactly  the  House 
version,  I  do  say  we  have  its  main  fea¬ 
tures: 

The  ceiling  is  all-encompassing. 

We  are  putting  the  spotlight,  the 
focus,  on  total  spending  in  a  given  12- 
month  period.  The  focus  is  on  control  of 
the  rate  in  the  spending  of  appropria¬ 
tions. 

We  are  taking  something  of  a  step 
akin  to  the  1946  legislative  budget  idea 
which  never  worked  and  fell  by  the  way- 
side. 

Of  course.  Congress  controls  all  spend¬ 
ing  now.  It  does  so  through  voting  ap¬ 
propriations  and  other  forms  of  spend¬ 
ing  authority.  But  as  Members  know,  not 
all  appropriations  voted  for  a  particular 
year  are  spent  in  that  same  year.  Thus 
the  Government  accumulates  carryover 
balances  unexpended.  Under  the  new 
budget  concept  now  in  use,  which  em¬ 
braces  all  the  trust  funds  as  well  as 
Federal  fimds,  the  carryovers  are  now 
about  $226  billion — social  security,  pipe¬ 
line  fimds  for  defense  procurement,  and 
all  the  rest. 

The  conference  agreement  places  a 
regulating  ceiling  on  the  rate,  the 
amount  that  can  be  paid  out  from  both 
unexpended  carryovers  and  from  new 
appropriations  voted  for  fiscal  1970. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  were  writing  an 
open  letter  to  the  administration — any 
administration.  Republican  or  Demo¬ 
crat — I  would  express  the  hope  that  this 
comprehensive  spending  ceiling,  which 
focuses  on  the  totality  of  budget  spend¬ 
ing,  will  lead  to  more  realistic  expendi¬ 
ture  estimates  in  future  budgets.  It  is  in 
the  public  interest,  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  better  understanding  by  all  concerned, 
if  we  can  have  before  us — if  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  press,  and  the  country  can 
have  before  them  the  most  accurate 
and  realistic  estimates  possible.  And  to 
repeat,  I  express  the  hope  that  adoption 
of  this  provision  will  lead  to  better  budg¬ 
eting  and  a  greater  awareness  in  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  country  generally  of  the 
totality  of  Government  spending. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding.  We  had  at  least 
four  or  five  sessions  on  this  conference. 
We  were  in  session  2  or  3  days  before  the 
last  recess.  We  did  not  agree  to  this 


oonfei’ence  report  without  making  an 
effort  to  eliminate  all  of  the  exceptions. 
But  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas  has 
already  pointed  out,  anyone  who  has 
served  on  a  conference  committee  with 
the  representatives  of  an  equal  body 
knows  that  there  must  be  some  give  and 
take.  This  was  the  best  we  could  do. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  endorse 
what  the  gentleman  said  about  this  being 
a  sort  of  a  landmark  in  legislative  history. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  other  time  since  I 
have  been  here  that  a  real  serious  effort 
has  been  made  by  Congress  to  regain 
control  of  the  purse  strings.  We  control 
the  purse  in  a  fashion,  because  it  is  true 
that  the  President  cannot  spend  any 
money  that  Congress  does  not  first  ap¬ 
propriate.  But  we  know  that  some  of  the 
funds  we  appropriate  in  a  given  year  are 
spent  over  several  years  in  the  future. 

In  the  spending  program  for  this  year, 
for  example,  the  President  draws  to 
some  considerable  extent  on  funds  that 
were  appropriated  in  prior  years.  That  is 
clearly  set  forth  in  a  table  in  the  Budget 
in  Brief  to  which  I  would  like  to  draw  to 
the  attention  of  all  Members  who  are 
interested  in  this  subject. 

It  shows  clearly  that  in  the  projected 
budget  outlays  for  1970,  $109  billion  only 
will  come  out  of  the  new  budget  author¬ 
ity  granted  by  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal 
year  1970  and  $85.9  billion  will  come  out 
of  funds  which  were  appropriated  and 
were  made  available  in  prior  years.  I  am 
using  the  January  buget  in  brief. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  also,  that  of  the 
funds  we  appropriate  this  year,  some 
$100,700,000,000  is  projected  to  carry  over 
for  spending  in  future  years. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Texas  has  in¬ 
dicated,  when  the  Executive  has  a  pot 
containing  about  $430-odd  billion  out  of 
which  he  can  draw  fimds  for  spending, 
there  is  not  much  of  a  way  we  can  exer¬ 
cise  any  control  over  the  amount  of 
money  that  will  be  spent  in  a  given  year 
unless  we  impose  a  spending  limitation. 
I  think  the  overall  spending  limitation 
we  are  imposing,  the  objective  we  are 
achieving  is  worth  having  to  agree  to 
some  limited  provision  for  the  so-called 
cushion,  which  is  limited  to  a  few  so- 
called  uncontrollable  items. 

For  those  who  may  contend  that  this 
a  meaningless  exercise  or  that  the  re¬ 
duction  is  not  realistic,  let  me  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  budget  re¬ 
view  made  by  the  President  of  the  Jan¬ 
uary  budget,  there  was  a  net  reduction 
in  projected  budget  outlays  of  $2.4  bil¬ 
lion.  ITiat  is  below  the  outlays  projected 
by  the  previous  administration  in  the 
budget  last  January  for  fiscal  1970.  They 
first  updated  some  of  the  January  budget 
projections  to  make  them  more  realistic, 
adding  $1.6  biUion,  then  they  reduced 
the  updated  figure  by  $4  billion,  giving 
the  net  cut  of  $2.4  billion,  and  coming 
down  to  the  $192.9  billion  total. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  additional  $1 
billion  in  the  pending  amendment,  added 
to  the  $2.4  billion,  makes  the  total  cut  at 
this  point  $3.4  billion  from  the  January 
budget  total  of  the  outgoing  administra¬ 
tion. 

I  should  add  also  that,  of  course,  the 
administration  is  not  happy  with  this 
provision.  They  would  prefer  no  ceiling. 


They  felt  that  they  had,  in  the  review 
of  the  budget,  cut  what  they  could  and 
felt  that  they  had  a  realistic  total.  And 
the  President  has  committed  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  a  policy  of  fiscal  restraint. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  Congress  have 
our  independent  responsibilities.  It  is  for 
Congress  to  decide  what  shall  be  appro¬ 
priated  and  what  shall  be  spent.  Tire 
pending  provision  will  require  a  little 
more  belt  tightening.  And  if  we  will,  we 
can  achieve  the  billion-dollar  cut  in  our 
actions  on  the  various  spending  bills. 

Tire  conference  agreement  was  the  best 
we  could  do,  and  I  think  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  was  the  best  that  could  be 
reasonably  expected. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  YATES.  As  I  understand  the  ceil¬ 
ing  in  this  conference  report,  it  differs 
from  the  ceiling  adopted  by  the  Congress 
last  year  in  one  particular  respecting 
Southeast  Asia. 

The  Southeast  Asia  appropriations 
last  year  were  considered  to  be  an  uncon¬ 
trollable  item  and,  therefore,  presumably 
not  subject  to  the  ceiling. 

As  I  understand  the  provisions  of  this 
report.  Southeast  Asia  is  now  considei'ed 
a  controllable  item,  in  the  same  category 
as  domestic  programs,  and  therefore  is 
different  from  the  provision  last  year.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  The  expenditures  for  the 
war  are  included  in  the  ceiling,  and  are 
not  exempted. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  so  that  the 
Record  will  be  clear,  under  leave  granted 
I  am  inserting  the  full  text  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  House  managers  attached 
to  the  conference  report,  explaining  the 
conference  agreement  in  respect  to  the 
overall  limitation  on  Government  spend¬ 
ing. 

Amendment  No.  90:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  A  motion  will  be  offered  to  in¬ 
sert  a  conference  substitute  for  both  the 
House  and  Senate  versions.  The  Senate 
struck  the  House  version. 

The  conference  substitute  will  impose  an 
overall  ceiling  on  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  (budget  outlays)  of  the  Government 
during  the  fiscal  year  1970.  As  agreed  to  by 
the  conferees,  the  initial  celling  stated  in  the 
provision  is  $191,900,000,000 — or  $1,000,000.- 
000  below  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and 
also  $1,000,000,000  below  the  revised  pro¬ 
jection  of  1970  budget  outlays  announced 
by  the  President  on  April  12  and  summarized 
in  the  review  of  the  1970  budget  released 
April  15,  and  appearing  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  16,  at  pages  E2993-E2996. 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
House  language  that  would  operate  contin¬ 
uously  to  adjust  the  ceiling,  as  appropriate, 
to  comport  with  the  estimated  budget  outlay 
effect  of  specific  congressional  actions  or  in¬ 
actions  in  appropriation  bills  or  other  bills 
having  an  impact  on  the  April  15  budgetary 
proposals.  The  conferees  have  added  language 
to  this  part  of  the  provision  to  also  make  it 
clear  that  other  actions  by  the  Congress 
would  operate  to  adjust  the  ceiling  in  like 
fashion.  These  budgetary  and  other  actions 
would  result  in  adjustments  of  the  celling 
whether  initiated  by  the  President  or  by  the 
Congress. 

And  language  is  included  to  provide  that 
net  reductions  made,  through  specific  con¬ 
gressional  actions  or  inactions  in  the  various 
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spending  bills  will  count  toward  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  $1  billion  expenditure  reduction 
rather  than  being  In  addition  to  it. 

The  conference  agreement  makes  two  ad¬ 
justments  to  the  original  House  provision. 
One  is  the  addition,  as  subsection  (b) ,  of 
a  limited  lump-sum  exemption  to  the  celling 
figure.  This  exemption  would  permit  the 
President,  after  notification  In  writing  to  the 
Congress  stating  his  reasons  therefor,  to  ad¬ 
just  the  ceiling  figure  by  an  aggregate  amount 
not  exceeding  $2,000,000,000  in  respect  to 
variations  in  estimates  for  items  enumerated 
in  subsection  (b)  upon  his  determination 
that  expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget 
outlays)  for  the  enumerated  items  will  vary 
from  the  estimates  on  which  the  $192.9  bil¬ 
lion  April  15  executive  budget  projection  Is 
based.  The  enumerated  items  in  all  Instances 
involve  objects  and  programs  for  which  the 
budget  outlays  arise  out  of  appropriations 
or  other  authority,  or  relate  to  estimated 
receipts  that  operate  to  offset  budget  outlays, 
that  do  not  require  current  action  by  the 
Congress — in  other  words,  permanent  ap¬ 
propriations  or  other  spending  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  basic  law,  or  actions  or  inactions 
that  operate  otherwise  to  determine  budget 
outlays  under  the  tmified  budget  concept. 

The  other  adjustment  to  the  original  House 
provision  is  the  $1  billion  reduction.  The 
House  bill  made  no  reduction;  It  was  directed 
primarily  to  securing  focus  on  and  celling 
control  of  all  spending,  not  primarily  to  ex¬ 
penditure  reduction. 

CONTRAST  OF  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  WITH 
HOUSE  AND  SENATE  VERSIONS 

The  House  version  is  explained  In  consider¬ 
able  detail  beginning  on  page  118  of  House 
Report  91-252.  The  Senate  committee  ver¬ 
sion  was  modified  in  some  particulars  on  the 
floor,  but  the  basic  thrust  and  key  features 
of  the  Senate  version  are  explained  on  page 
47  of  Senate  Report  91-228.  Brlefiy: 

The  House  provision  was  all  encompassing; 
it  contained  no  exemptions.  And  it  did  not 
seek  to  make  a  blanket  reduction  in  the  pro¬ 
jected  budget  outlay  total.  The  thrust  of  the 
House  provision  was  to  put  the  control  of 
total  spending  in  the  hands  of  Congress,  ad¬ 
justable  only  by  the  Congress. 

The  Senate  provision,  unlike  the  House 
provision,  did  not  put  a  celling  on  total 
budget  outlays.  The  Senate  provision  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  celling  over  half  of  pro¬ 
jected  expenditures  and  net  lending — about 
$111.7  billion  on  the  basis  of  currently  esti¬ 
mated  amounts.  And  the  Senate  provision 
would  have  imposed  a  reduction  of  at  least 
$1,900,000,000  in  the  nonexempted  areas 
of  the  budget,  that  is,  against  areas  involv¬ 
ing  budget  outlays  of  about  $81.2  billion  as 
projected  in  the  April  15  review.  It  would, 
in  turn,  have  fixed  a  firm  statutory  qeUing 
of  $79.3  billion  on  budget  outlays  in  the 
nonexempted  areas.  In  the  exempted  Items, 
budget  outlays  could  rise  as  high  as  the  re¬ 
quirements  were  determined  to  be.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  would  have  to  make  the  necessary  re¬ 
ductions  to  the  extent  the  Congress,  through 
its  budgetary  actions  during  the  session,  did 
not  achieve  the  $1,900,000,000  figure 

The  conference  agreement  would  likewise 
require  the  President  to  make  any  reduc¬ 
tions  necessary  to  achieve  the  $1,000,000,000 
cut  to  the  extent  Congress,  through  its  budg¬ 
etary  actions  during  the  session,  did  not  do 
so. 

Since  the  conference  agreement  sets  a 
comprehensive  ceiling  which  would  be  con¬ 
tinuously  adjustable  based  on  congressional 
actions  »r  inactions  on  budgetary  proposals 
whether  initiated  by  the  President  or  by  the 
Congress  and  whether  or  not  inside  or  out¬ 
side  the  April  15  budget  review  totals,  there 
is  no  necessity  to  exempt  any  area  of  the 
budget  that  Congress  normally  acts  upon 
each  year.  Approval  of  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  to  meet  existing  unbudgeted  re¬ 
quirements  would  be  the  basis  for  a  corre¬ 


sponding  adjustment  in  the  celling  on  budget 
outlays. 

But  the  situation  Is  different  where  addi¬ 
tional  budget  outlays — not  contemplated  In 
the  April  15  budget  review  or  found  prac¬ 
ticable  within  the  $191.9  billion  celling  fig¬ 
ure — arise  in  respect  to  programs  and  items 
on  which  Congress  does  not  act  annually  to 
supply  the  appropriation  or  other  outlay  au¬ 
thority.  These  are  mainly  the  so-called  per¬ 
manent  authorizations  that  each  year  auto¬ 
matically  stem  from  various  basic  laws  and 
thus  are  not  acted  upon  in  the  annual  bills. 
It  is  for  a  limited  number  of  these  in¬ 
stances — instances  involving  generally  large 
sums  and  where  it  is  difficult  to  make  ac¬ 
curate  projections — that  the  conferees  have 
made  provision,  in  subsection  (b),  for  the 
President,  if  he  finds  it  necessary  and  so 
notifies  Congress,  to  allow  the  increased  ex¬ 
penditures  above  the  related  estimates  on 
which  the  $192.9  billion  April  15  budget  was 
based.  The  conference  agreement  puts  a  dol¬ 
lar  limit  of  $2,000,000,000  on  how  far  the 
President  can  go  in  so  adjusting  the  ceiling. 

The  items  in  respect  to  which  the  Presi¬ 
dential  adjusting  authority  could  operate  If 
found  necessary  are: 

On  page  16  of  the  budget: 

(1)  Items  designated  “Social  security, 
medicare,  and  other  social  insurance  trust 
funds”: 

(2)  The  appropriation  “National  service 
life  insurance  (trust  fimd)”  included  in  the 
items  designated  “Veterans’  pensions,  com¬ 
pensation,  and  insurance”; 

(3)  The  item  “Interest”;  and 

(4)  The  item  “Farm  price  supports  (Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation)  ”. 

Decline  of  receipts  (credited  in  the  budget 
against  expenditures  and  net  lending)  de¬ 
rived  from — 

(1)  Sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs 
administered  by  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  Veterans’  Administration,  and  the 
Small  Business  Administration;  and 

(2)  Leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Con¬ 
tinental  Shelf. 

Subsection  (c)  of  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  retains  the  House  provision  in  respect 
to  periodic  executive  reports  on  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  celling  provision. 

LIMITATION  ON  NUMBERS  OF  CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  also  add,  as  has 
been"  indicated,  that  in  amendment  91, 
we  agreed  with  the  Senate  provision  re¬ 
pealing  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  which 
to  some  extent  limited  the  number  of 
civilian  employees  in  the  Government 
and  generally  placed  limitations  on  filling 
of  vacancies  as  they  occurred. 

While  section  201  was  adopted  as  part 
of  an  economizing  measure,  the  weight  of 
the  evidence  is  clear  that  it  has  cost  more 
than  it  has  saved  and  is  a  very  imwork- 
able  provision.  In  the  chcumstances,  we 
agreed  that  it  should  be  repealed.  In  or¬ 
der  to  make  the  record  more  clear  on  the 
basis  for  this  action,  I  am  including  the 
full  text  of  the  conference  report  ex¬ 
planation. 

Amendment  No.  91:  Reported  In  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 
repealing  section  201  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  which  placed  limi¬ 
tations  on  filling  of  vacancies  in  certain  full¬ 
time  permanent  civilian  positions  in  the 
Government  and  on  the  number  of  tempo¬ 
rary  and  part-time  empolyees  in  certain 
Government  agencies. 


In  section  201  Itself,  and  in  subsequent 
enactments  in  the  last  session.  Congress 
exempted  from  the  limitations  and  restric¬ 
tions  about  one-third  of  the  Government’s 
full-time  permanent  positions  and  about 
two-thirds  of  the  Government’s  temporary 
and  part-time  positions. 

While  section  201  was  adopted  as  part  of 
an  economizing  measure,  the  conferees  are 
agreed  that  its  impact  is,  in  some  cases,  con¬ 
trary  to  efforts  to  economize.  The  weight  of 
the  evidence  is  clear:  It  has  cost  much  more 
than  it  has  saved,  not  only  in  cases  where 
dollar  losses  through  operation  of  the  section 
can  be  identified  and  estimated,  but  also  in 
many  other  less  measurable  instances 
through  the  introduction  of  Imbalances  and 
Inefficiencies  into  day-to-day  administration. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  costly  overtime  work. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  a  large  loss  of  Internal  revenue  collections 
to  the  Treasury. 

It  has,  according  to  the  evidence,  resulted 
in  inefficient  utilization  of  personnel. 

Particulars  in  these  respects  are  cited  in 
House  Reports  91-264  and  91-265,  on  the 
appropriation  bills  for  the  Departments  of 
Treasury,  Post  Office,  and  Agriculture,  and 
in  Senate  Report  91-228  on  this  second  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  because 
of  the  costly  and  impractical  consequences 
of  operations  under  section  201,  is  embarked 
on  a  suspension  plan  for  every  agency  as  the 
appropriation  bills  are  reported.  ’The  House 
has  already  suspended  section  201  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Departments  of  ’Treasury,  Post 
Office,  Agriculture,  HUD,  and  many  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies  during  the  fiscal  year  1970. 
The  motion  to  be  offered  would  repeal  the 
section  altogether. 

Congress  will,  of  course,  continue  to  con¬ 
trol  Federal  employment  through  the  tradi¬ 
tional  appropriations  process  by  providing  or 
withholding  appropriations  for  salaries. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Mahon)  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


CORRECTION  OP  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 

■crrection  of  a  piint- 
itement  of  the  man- 
•ence  report  for  H.R. 
>rth  in  the  Congres- 
July  8,  1969.  In  the 
3  third  full  paragraph 
Lrst  column  on  page 
Duld  be  corrected  to 

Without  objection,  it 

ection. 


GENERAL  LEAVt  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speiiker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  NMembers  may 
have  5  legislative  days  to  e^nd  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  on  the  n^easure  just 
passed.  .  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  obj^tion.  It 
is  so  ordered.  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roUcaU 
No.  101,  today,  a  quorum  call,  I  am  re- 
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the  path  on  which  the  two  nations  are 
Sapw  proceeding. 

believe  that  this  is  the  Interpreta- 
ti(^which  all  of  us  would  like  to  place 
on  tHi^e  remarks,  remarks  the  Senator 
had  e^ry  right  to  make.  He  is  not  speak¬ 
ing  forN^e  U.S.  Government  or  the  ad- 
ministracion.  He  is  speaking  as  one  Sen¬ 
ator.  Theres.are  people  who  would  agree 
with  every  wWd  in  his  speech. 

The  intentOm  in  this  country,  on  the 
part  of  every  Resident  we  have  had  in 
om’  time,  wheth^Democrat  or  Republi¬ 
can,  is  to  bring  down  the  curtain,  to  per¬ 
forate  it,  to  bring  atout  a  thaw  in  the 
cold  war,  to  try  to  ^rmalize  in  eveiT 
way  our  relations  with  ihe  Soviet  Union. 
That  was  the  policy  of  Resident  John¬ 
son,  President  Kennedy,  \md  Pi’esident 
Eisenhower  before  them,  a^  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  the  policy  today  orvPresident 
Nixon.  I  do  not  think  anyone  ™uld  say 
that  Pi-esident  Nixon  is  naive  abov^t  com¬ 
munism  or  the  Soviet  Union,  or  tnWr  in¬ 
tention  or  their  capability.  He  is  alert  to 
all  of  that.  He  has  been  a  lifetime  in¬ 
dent  of  the  Communist  movement.  \ 

On  the  other  hand,  President  Nixons 
has  taken  the  initiative  and  he  has  set 
the  tone  for  this  country  and  the  hope 
for  the  country  in  saying : 

Let  us  work  toward  these  negotiations. 
We  are  willing  to  start  them  as  of  July  31, 
the  end  of  this  month. 

Certainly  he  has  full  expectation  that 
those  talks  will  be  underway  very  early 
in  August. 

I  do  not  think  any  one  of  us  could 
say  that  the  Soviet  Union  will  negotiate 
an  agreement  with  us  that  is  just  in  our 
interest  and  not  in  their  interest.  No  one 
would  believe  that  they  would,  or  even, 
perhaps,  should.  We  are  not  unaware  of 
the  fact  that  we  cannot  hope  to  have  an 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  unless 
it  also  serves  the  Soviet  interest. 

We  have  a  coincidence  of  interests. 
Faced  with  a  coincidence  of  interests,  we 
have  the  opportunity  for  agreements. 
That  was  how  we  achieved  an  agreement 
on  Austria.  That  was  how  we  achieved  an 
agreement  on  the  testing  of  atomic 
weapons.  We  had  that  same  coincidence^ 
of  interests  when  we  agreed  on  a  no^ 
proliferation  treaty.  It  is  hoped  tha^^e 
will  have  many  more  bases  of  aacord 
in  the  future.  ^ 

I  would  simply  say  that  th^  is  no 
question  in  anyone’s  mind  thai^e  must 
have  a  credible  deterrent.  In^is  respect 
I  agree  completely  with  the  rfstinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee^He  has  Indi¬ 
cated,  and  I  would  indic^e,  that  a  cred¬ 
ible  deterrent  depend^pon  two  princi¬ 
pal  factors:  First,  thj^ower  to  retaliate 
against  anyone  vyfo  dares  to  strike 
against  us  and,  s^ond,  the  will  to  use 
that  power;  an^et  no  nation  have  any 
question  abou^ither  point,  the  first  or 
the  second.  We  have  the  power.  We  have 
the  will  to  that  power  if  attacked  and 
if  the  fr^ world  is  endangered  by  any 
nation.  X 

Having  said  that,  I  think  we  can  carry 
on  tins  debate  on  the  military  procure- 
mem  bill  before  us. 

A  think  the  way  we  carry  this  debate 
jia  will  be  exceedingly  important.  It  is 
^important  because  the  Nation  is  watch¬ 
ing  us.  The  Nation  is  divided  on  many 


Issues.  People  are  settling  these  issues  in 
different  ways.  We  are  going  to  settle  this 
issue  with  reason,  not  emotion.  We  are 
going  to  resolve  our  differences  because 
we  are  100  men  with  this  great  responsi¬ 
bility  in  this  Chamber,  equally  divided, 
roughly,  on  one  very  important  part  of 
the  military  procurement  authorization 
bill.  But  we  are  going  to  approach  this 
problem  by  trying  to  analyze  it,  look  at 
the  conditions,  look  at  the  adversary,  or 
the  potential  adversary,  and  look  at  and 
weigh  all  the  alternatives. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  I  think  it  is 
with  great  pride  that  all  of  us  will  have 
this  debate  led  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Stennis)  . 

I  think  we  all  have  a  good  feeling 
about  having  that  committee  under  his 
chairmanship,  because  he  is  a  man  of 
great  intelligence,  a  man  of  utter  fair¬ 
ness,  as  demonstrated  time  and  again  in 
his  relationship  to  his  colleagues,  and  a 
man  of  absolute  integrity.  It  would  be 
hard  to  fill  the  shoes,  in  this  job,  oy 
Senator  Russell  ;  but  I  think  all  of 
sunanimously,  including  Senator  Russell 
himself,  would  feel  that  no  one  is  ^tter 
qualified;  and  in  this  instance,  yKe  na- 
tionl^  interest,  the  seniority  system  of 
the  Stoate,  and  the  great  abptty  of  the 
distin^shed  Senator  now  Jrolding  the 
chaii-maHship  all  coincide.  X 

I  myseN  am  very  proiyn  to  have  had 
the  privileg^  over  the  ^^t  2^2  years,  of 
working  witlmhe  Sensor  who  will  lead 
those  who  oppose  th^ABM  deployment 
at  this  time.  Se^a^r  Cooper,  a  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  Ifcm  a  sister  State  of 
Illinois,  has  beep  ^friend  of  mine  for 
many  years.  I^thin^he  embodies  the 
qualities  whi^  citizen^want  and  deserve 
in  their  rearesentatives^He  is  beloved  in 
his  own  a^te;  he  is  resisted  through¬ 
out  the ^untry.  He  is  respected  by  every 
Membyf  of  this  body,  and  b\the  Presi- 
dent^f  the  United  States.  \ 

^mave  seen  him  study  thisNssue  as 
lAave  never  seen  anyone  study  aiW  issue 
j^fore.  I  have  sat  alongside  him  foK^ell 
'over  a  year  now,  as  he  has  interrog^ed 
experts  in  the  field  of  intelligence,  tH^ 
military  field,  and  the  appropriate  sci\ 
entific  fields,  to  try  to  discover  what  the 
truth  of  this  matter  is. 

He  is  a  man  of  great  judgment;  and 
I  think  it  is  a  remarkable  thing  that  the 
battle  will  be  headed  by  the  two  men 
probably  best  qualified  to  oppose  each 
other.  Each  of  them  has  come  to  a  dif¬ 
ferent  conclusion  after  weighing  the 
same  set  of  facts.  This  is  perhaps  why 
the  administration  admitted,  when  they 
made  the  decision  to  go  ahead  with  an 
ABM  system,  that  it  was  a  marginal 
decision. 

It  is  a  very  difficult  decision.  We  hap¬ 
pen  to  think  that  we  have  the  votes  to 
win,  and  we  will  win  in  the  effort  to 
delay  deployment,  for  a  number  of  rea¬ 
sons:  but  we  respect  the  judgment  of 
those  who  take  a  different  position  than 
we  do. 

I  should  like  to  make  a  few  comments 
that  I  put  together  this  morning  to  an¬ 
swer,  to  a  degree,  the  points  that  have 
been  raised  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Washington. 

The  issue  before  the  Senate  regarding 


the  anti-ballistic  missile  system  is 
tween  those  who  would  start  ABM  Aa- 
ployment  now  and  those  who  wouldX>n- 
tinue  research  and  development,  ^ting, 
and  evaluation  to  produce  a  more  work¬ 
able  system  than  is  now  avafiable  if  it 
should  e\  er  become  necessa^ to  deploy 
that  system.  / 

By  continuing  researclVaevelopment, 
and  testing,  by  not  begimnng  deployment 
in  the  United  States  tAvj,  we  can  make 
the  deployment  decision  later.  That  de¬ 
cision  can  be  based/on  whether  we  can 
develop  a  system  jmat  will  work  and  on 
what  we  learn  At  Soviet  intentions  at 
the  forthcoming  nuclear  arms  talks. 

ProponentXof  starting  ABM  deploy¬ 
ment  now  Xy  it  would  strengthen  the 
President iXiand  in  talks  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  lAvould  simply,  respectfully,  say 
that  i^roy  judgment  this  is  hogwash. 

TlXPresident  will  be  in  a  strong  posi¬ 
tions  if  the  Congress  orders  continued 
tasting,  research,  and  development  to 
Xake  the  now-vulnerable  Safeguard  sys¬ 
tem  really  effective.  Hasty  deployment  of 
a  highly  vulnerable  ABM  system  cannot 
possibly  increase  the  credibility  of  our 
military  defenses. 

The  Safeguard  proposal  for  beginning 
deployment  at  sites  in  Montana  and 
North  Dakota  will  require  early  installa¬ 
tion  of  today’s  vulnerable  missile  site 
radars — MSR’s — and  construction  of 
ABM  sites  where  realistic  testing  really 
cannot  occur.  It  would  freeze  the  sys¬ 
tem  in  an  ineffective  state. 

It  would  make  far  more  sense  to  re¬ 
design  the  radars,  to  test  them  at  Kwaja- 
lein,  and  to  deploy  a  full  system  out  there 
where  intercepts  of  nonnuclear  missiles 
can  be  tested. 

I  am  not  a  technician  nor  a  scientist; 
but  I  was  down  here  some  25  years  ago  as 
a  procurement  officer  for  the  Navy.  I 
spent  some  25  years  as  a  defense  con¬ 
tractor.  I  have  worked  with  the  military 
over  a  period  of  many  years,  including  3 
years  in  military  service. 

The  situations  I  fear  most,  and  the 
times  I  have  gotten  into  the  deepest 
trouble  as  an  industrialist  or  as  a  pro¬ 
curement  officer,  have  been  when  we 
rushed  ahead  with  a  system  that  was  not 
yet  ready  for  production.  We  invariably 
'rtelayed,  in  the  end,  deployment  or  pro- 
action.  We  delayed  and  frustrated  the 
olwctive  we  were  trying  to  achieve,  in 
our  iiaste  to  put  into  production  some- 
thingNthat  was  untested. 

Prop^ents  of  immediate  deployment 
contend  ^at  a  year’s  delay  will  make  it 
impossibleXo  catch  up  with  the  proposed 
schedule  of  ijutting  two  sites  in  opera¬ 
tion  by  the  end  of  1973  and  making  the 
whole  system  (^rational  by  1975. 

This  is  untrueNff  we  do  not  begin  de¬ 
ployment  now,  butS^ther — and  I  for  one 
would  be  willing — begin  preproduction 
of  long  leadtime  components,  we  can  at 
relatively  small  cost  st^t  deployment — 
should  it  later  appear  a^sable — a  year 
from  now  and  still  meet  Np  Pentagon’s 
schedule.  \ 

In  my  dedication  to  the  security  and 
national  interest  of  the  United'NStates — 
and  I  know  that  my  dedica^n  is 
matched  by  the  dedication  of  every't^her 
Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate — ^I  will  ^p- 
port,  and  I  know  every  other  Senator  v^l 
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support,  whatever  level  of  military 
sending  seems  required. 

jt  I  think  the  word  “sufficiency,”  as 
used\by  the  President  of  the  United 
StatesXwas  one  of  the  most  significant 
words  y^  contributed  to  the  vocabulary 
of  this  di^g. 

I  have  notybeen  convinced  that  deploy¬ 
ment  of  the  ABM  will  yield  any  net  gain 
in  national  s^urity.  The  fact  is  that 
this  system  in  ^  present  stage  of  de¬ 
sign  and  development — even  if  approved 
by  the  Congress — ^\M1  probably  never  be 
fully  deployed  becau^  it  has  yet  to  be 
perfected  as  a  weapoiNjSystem.  We  need 
lose  no  time  as  we  conduct  arms  talks 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  b^ause  we  can 
use  that  time  for  developinent  Of  less 
expensive,  smaller  radars  w^^ch  can  be 
better  defended  than  the  preset  vulner¬ 
able  design  pei'mits. 

The  main  reason  cited  for  ABM  cJ^ploy- 
ment  is  to  deny  the  Soviets  a  preemMive 
first-strike  capability.  The  fact  is  tt\at 
it  would  be  sheer  lunacy  for  the  Russiar 
to  attack  the  United  States  with  nu-'^' 
clear  weapons  even  without  us  having 
the  ABM  because : 

First.  The  underwater  Polaris  fleet 
remains  ready  to  strike  a  devastating 
response. 

Second.  At  any  time  about  250  of  our 
intercontinental  bombers  are  on  10- 
minute  alert,  and  their  air-to-ground 
nuclear  rockets  would  be  part  of  the 
retaliatory  strike. 

Third.  It  is  impossible  that  our  entire 
Minuteman  Titan  force  could  be  wiped 
out  with  one  blow. 

These  are  facts  of  which  the  biggest, 
rashest  hawk  in  the  Kremlin  is  well 
aware. 

In  order  for  the  ABM  to  make  sense, 
the  Soviets  would  have  to  believe:  First, 
they  could  with  a  sudden  attack  wipe 
out  all  our  nuclear  forces  if  we  did  not 
have  it;  and,  second,  our  ABM  would 
preserve  enough  of  our  nuclear  forces  in¬ 
tact  to  make  any  such  Soviet  attack 
suicidal. 

However,  the  present  ABM  system  is 
too  vulnerable  to  provide  such  protec¬ 
tion,  and  our  overall  missile  forces  are 
sufficiently  protected  to  maintain  a  dev¬ 
astating  second-strike  capability  without 
the  ABM. 

On  the  eve  of  the  anns  talks  with  tt 
Soviet  Union,  let  us  continue — even  Ac¬ 
celerate — the  research,  developmenb^d 
evaluation  process.  Let  us  also  give  our¬ 
selves  a  reasonable  period  of  tii^  to  de¬ 
termine,  in  the  words  of  Se5i4tary  of 
State  Rogers: 

If  the  Russians  want  to  g>6  out  of  the 
ABM  business. 

Then  we  can  do  the/;^ame  same. 

I  urge  that  we  do  ^hing  that  would 
in  any  way  frustrate /he  success  of  these 
negotiations,  nor  dQ4,nything  that  would 
in  any  way  apratfar  to  look  cynically 
upon  such  negotiations,  which  I  truly 
believe  are  in  our  common  interest. 


bai/Cnce  of  payments 

Mr.  mIrcy.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
comn^d  the  administration  for  its  an- 
nouiy^ement  today  of  a  new  2 -year  offset 
ari^gement  with  Germany  to  help  de- 
f^y  U,S.  militai’y  balance-of -payments 


costs  for  maintaining  U.S.  troops  in 
Germany.  The  new  agreement  goes  a 
long  way  toward  correcting  the  abso¬ 
lutely  scandalous  arrangements  that 
have  been  concluded  in  recent  years  un¬ 
der  which,  on  very  short-term  loans,  at 
prevailing  market  rates  of  interest,  we 
are  paying  interest  on  money  to  defend 
and  to  provide  for  the  defense  of  West¬ 
ern  Europe. 

Speaking  as  one  Senator,  I  think  that 
those  arrangements  have  been  simply 
impossible  to  continue.  And  I  think  they 
would  have  imperiled  our  whole  ability 
to  support  om’  level  of  forces  in  Europe. 

The  new  2-year  offset  arrangement  Is 
for  $1,513  million  which  represents 
around  80  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  bal- 
ance-of-payments  costs  in  Germany. 
Sixty-one  percent  of  the  total  offset  will 
be  in  the  form  of  purchases  in  the  United 
States  by  Germany  for  a  total  of  $925 
million.  The  other  $595  million  will  take 
the  form  of  other  financial  transactions. 
The  largest  single  other  item  is  that 
Germany  will  buy  $250  milUon  of  U.S. 
^Treasury  bonds  with  a  10-year  maturity 
percent.  This  represents  a  con¬ 
siderable  advance  over  past  offset  loans/ 
wh^  interest  rates  were  at  prevailin( 
marl^  rates  of  interest.  Even  more 
portanMs  that  Germany  is  blockir^ in¬ 
terest  oX^its  past  loans  to  the  United 
States  anXl^eaving  it  in  the  U.SyTreas- 
ury.  The  $3^5  million  of  inter^  will  be 
applied  to  nvjlitary  purchas^  in  the 
United  States. 

In  addition,  Germany  As  buying  up 
$118  million  of  E^mba^  and  Marshall 
Plan  debts  owed  t^M  United  States; 
is  prepaying  $44  miMpn  of  other  Ger¬ 
man  debts  to  the  IhutM  States;  and  is 
setting  up  a  speci^funcKof  $150  million 
for  German  iniiiKtment  hj  the  United 
States. 

It  is  my  ui^rstanding  froffidhe  Under 
Secretary  A  the  Treasury  onxffie  tele¬ 
phone  thi^ftemoon  that  that  is  the  only 
part  of  me  financial  arrangement  that 
will  cai/y  commercial  interest  rates. 

Tl^  new  agreement  is  a  major  step 
tow/rd  creating  a  sounder  financial  basi 
fc^U.S.  expenditures  in  NATO  in  that  it' 
Svers  80  percent  of  all  our  balance-of- 
'payments  expenses,  primarily  using  pur¬ 
chases. 

We  must  still  strive  for  a  100-percent 
offset;  an  offset  that  involves  only  pur¬ 
chases  and  not  loans.  If  loans  are  to  be 
used,  we  must  be  absolved  of  any  interest 
costs. 

This  is  the  principle  that  I  was  striving 
for  when  I  presented  a  plan  to  the  NATO 
North  Atlantic  Assembly  in  June  for  a 
multilateral  automatic  offset  arrange¬ 
ment  for  all  military  expenditures  within 
NATO.  The  principle  is  that  no  country 
should  gain  or  lose  on  the  military  bal- 
lance-of-payments  account  as  a  result 
of  its  commitment  to  the  common  defense 
of  NATO. 

The  administration  has  taken  a  big 
step  toward  this  goal,  and* I  am  encour¬ 
aged  that  in  the  future  we  shall  be  able 
to  arrive  at  an  agreement  that  will  auto¬ 
matically  offset  militaiy  expenditures  100 
percent  through  the  use  of  purchases  in 
the  United  States.  This  would  also  elim¬ 
inate  the  agonizing,  and  I  would  say  dis¬ 
turbing,  and  some  would  say  humiliating. 


bilateral  negotiations  that  endanger  Ger- 
man-American  relations.  J 

As  rapporteur — working  chairman—^ 
the  Balance  of  Payments  Subcommmee 
of  NATO,  I  plan  to  continue  my ywork 
toward  this  goal.  / 

I  know  of  no  greater  threat  toJaie  con¬ 
tinuation  of  our  current  U.S.  Ux>op  level 
in  Europe  than  the  balance-o^-payments 
crisis  that  we  face  today.  must  con¬ 

tinue  our  efforts  until  we/reach  a  total 
offset  on  our  NATO  milhiary  balance-of- 
payments  account.  / 

Mr.  President,  I  yUAd  the  floor. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  BILL,  1969— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REIPORT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  submit  a  report  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11400)  making  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  for  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  the 
report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  8,  1969,  p.  H5620, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  think  we 
should  have  a  short  quorum  call. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  agree. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  put  in  a  bi'ief  quorum  call 
without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  grand  total  of  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  of  new  obligational  authority  con¬ 
sidered  in  connection  with  this  bill  was 
$4,814,305,334.  The  House  version  of  the 
bill  recommended  $3,783,212,766,  and 
the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  recom¬ 
mended  appropriations  of  $4,459,669,644. 
The  Senate  will  recall  that  subsequent 
to  the  House  committee  consideration  of 
the  bill,  supplemental  emergency  re¬ 
quests  submitted  directly  to  the  Senate 
amounted  to  a  figure  in  excess  of  $450 
million.  The  final  bill  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  is  in  the  amount  of  $4,352,357,- 
644.  This  is  a  reduction  under  the  tot^ 
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budget  estimates  of  $461,947,690.  The 
final  bill  is  $569,144,878  over  the  House 
bill  and  $107,312,000  under  the  Senate 
bill.  After  the  Senate  has  completed  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  conference  report,  it 
is  my  intention  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  into  the  record  a  tabula¬ 
tion  which  will  completely  detail  each 
item  in  the  bill  by  listing  the  budget 
estimate,  the  House  and  Senate  allow¬ 
ances  for  each  item,  and  the  final  con¬ 
ference  agreement. 

Perhaps  I  should  comment  briefly  on 
the  rapid  transit  money  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  had  inserted  in  the  bill. 

All  down  through  the  years,  the  House 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  ex¬ 
pressed  the  belief  that  there  is  a  place 
for  both  a  freeway  system  and  a  rapid 
transit  system  in  the  Capital  City.  Since 
1962,  a  series  of  delays  and  obstacles  to 
the  construction  of  the  authorized  high¬ 
way  projects  have  occurred.  I  want  to 
call  to  the  Senate’s  attention  what  has 
transpired. 

In  1966,  the  National  Capital  Planning 
Commission  approved  a  balanced  free¬ 
way  system.  This  occurred  after  the 
House  had  acted  on  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1967.  The  Senate  added  $4,527,000  for  the 
rapid  transit  system,  and  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  receded  and  concurred  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  Subsequently,  the  Plan¬ 
ning  Commission  repudiated  its  ap¬ 
proval,  and  the  newly  created  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  entered  into  the 
picture  to  such  an  extent  that  the  entire 
Interstate  Highway  System  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  was  blocked.  Last  year, 
the  Congress  enacted  legislation  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1968  direct¬ 
ing  that  work  commence  on  certain 
highway  projects  in  the  District.  This 
directive  has  been  stalemated  through 
actions  of  the  National  Capital  Planning 
Commission  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
■City  Council  as  well  as  the  Department 
of  Transportation.  The  various  delays 
since  1962  have  caused  highway  proj¬ 
ects  which  had  undergone  the  com¬ 
plete  appropriations  process  to  be  shunt¬ 
ed  aside  so  that  the  District  has  accumu¬ 
lated  approximately  $200  million  in 
funds  that  cannot  be  used.  Furthennore, 
the  Department  of  Highways  and  Traffic 
has  expended  about  $3,300,000  for  pre- 
liminai-y  engineering  and  design  plans 
which  have  been  discarded  due  to 
changes  in  planning  and  $1,400,000  in 
plans  held  in  abeyance,  for  a  grand  total 
of  $4,700,000  for  design  work  that  in  all 
likelihood  will  not  be  used. 

The  House  committee  has  continually 
stated  each  year  that  as  soon  as  the 
highway  program  is  allowed  to  proceed 
without  recall  they  will  recommend 
funds  for  rapid  rail  transit.  They  demon¬ 
strated  this  responsiveness  in  1966  when 
there  was  a  slight  breakthrough  and  I 
am  definitely  of  the  opinion,  from  my 
meetings  with  the  conferees  on  this  bill 
and  from  my  imderstanding  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  impasse  that  has  developed,  that 
there  has  been  no  change  on  the  part 
of  the  House  committee  In  respect  to  this 
matter.  The  Senate  conferees,  therefore, 
were  forced  to  yield  and  the  moneys  were 
stricken. 


Amendment  No.  90  was  the  most  con¬ 
troversial  portion  of  the  bill.  Original 
language  was  inserted  into  the  bill  in  the 
House,  setting  a  limitation  on  fiscal  year 
1970  budget  outlays.  This  original  House 
language  was  stricken  in  the  Senate  and, 
as  an  alternative,  a  completely  different 
approach  was  proposed.  The  final  lan¬ 
guage  agreed  to,  after  a  number  of  meet¬ 
ings  between  the  House  and  Senate  con¬ 
ferees,  is  a  compromise  of  the  positions 
of  the  two  Houses. 

The  House  provision  as  originally  writ¬ 
ten  set  an  overall  expenditure  ceiling  for 
fiscal  year  1970.  Of  significance  is  the 
fact  that  it  contained  no  exemptions.  The 
House  provision  also  did  not  make  an 
expenditm’e  reduction  in  the  projected 
budget  outlay  figures  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  provision 
adopted  by  the  Senate  provided  for  an 
expenditure  reduction  in  fiscal  year  1970 
of  not  less  than  $1.9  billion.  This  reduc¬ 
tion  was  to  be  made  in  the  so-called  con¬ 
trollable  portion  of  the  budget.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  provision  exempted  from  any  reduc¬ 
tion  the  so-called  uncontrollable  items, 
and  among  these  were  funds  for  the  fi¬ 
nancing  of  the  war  in  South  Vietnam. 
The  Senate  provision  also  contained  a 
ceiling  for  fiscal  year  1970,  which  could 
be  adjusted  upward  for  the  items  which 
are  uncontrollable,  such  as  interest, 
social  security  payments,  and  the  like. 

The  language  which  has  been  agreed 
to  in  conference  is  a  compromise  between 
the  proposals  of  the  two  Houses.  At  this 
point,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  person¬ 
ally  preferred  the  Senate  provision  since 
it  effected  a  reduction  in  the  new  budget 
of  President  Nixon  of  not  less  than  $1.9 
billion,  and  I  fail  to  see  why  such  a  re¬ 
duction  could  not  be  made  in  the  face  of 
a  request  to  the  Congress  to  continue  the 
surtax.  However,  my  personal  views  did 
not  prevail  in  the  conference,  and  the 
language  which  has  been  agreed  to — 
which  sets  an  expenditme  ceiling  of 
$191.9  billion — also  provides  that  that 
ceiling  will  be  adjusted,  upward  or  down¬ 
ward,  as  a  result  of  congressional  actions 
or  inactions  on  budgetary  proposals, 
whether  initiated  by  the  President  or 
by  Congress,  and  whether  or  not  the  ex¬ 
penditures  were  included  in  the  budget 
review  of  April  15.  This  means  that  al¬ 
though  there  will  be  a  reduction  of  $1  bil¬ 
lion  in  expenditures,  this  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  mean  that  the  President’s  budget 
will  be  reduced  $1  billion.  The  President’s 
budget  may  be  adjusted  upward  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  actions  or  inactions  by  Congress, 
and  although  a  $1  billion  reduction  will 
ultimately  be  effected  from  the  total  ex¬ 
penditures  finalized  by  Congress,  such 
authorized  expenditures  may  exceed,  in 
the  controllable  area,  the  budget  figures 
proposed  by  President  Nixon  in  the  April 
review. 

The  compromise  language  exempts 
from  the  imposed  celling — to  the  extent 
of  $2  billion — increases  in  such  imcon- 
trollable  items  as  social  security,  veter¬ 
ans’  life  insurance,  interest,  farm  price 
supports,  and  certain  items  where  re¬ 
ceipts  may  be  less  than  anticipated  in 
the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  best  that  can  be  said 
for  the  compromise  language  is  that  it 


does  set  a  ceiling  on  expenditures,  which 
must  be  periodically  adjusted  based  upon 
the  action  or  inaction  of  Congress  and 
the  $2  billion  to  which  I  referred:  and, 
in  addition,  it  does  effect  a  reduction  of 
$1  billion  imder  some  figure  which  is  not 
known  at  the  present  time  because  of  the 
actions  or  inactions  of  Congress.  As  I  said 
before,  I  did  not  favor  this  compromise 
language.  I  favored  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  this 
compromise  language  will  serve  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  reduction  in  overall  Federal  expen¬ 
ditures,  which  is  what  I  imderstood  the 
will  of  the  Senate  to  be. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  wish  to  express 
appreciation  to  the  other  conferees  who 
worked  so  diligently,  so  faithfully,  and  so 
patiently,  and  upon  whom  I  had  to  lean 
for  support  and  encouragement.  Espec¬ 
ially  do  I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  ranking  minority  member,  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  . 

I  invite  attention  to  the  fact  that  this 
bill  was  in  conference  from  June  25  until 
July  8.  We  had  several  meetings,  and  of 
course  the  conferees  tried  to  uphold  the 
position  of  the  Senate  in  all  matters.  But, 
as  Senators  know,  there  must  be  a  spirit 
of  give  and  take  in  such  conferences;  and 
the  Senate,  of  course,  had  to  yield  on 
some  items  and  the  House  receded  on 
others.  I  feel  that  in  the  main  this  is  an 
excellent  conference  report,  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  money  items  therein. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  concur 
with  the  distinguished  chairman  of  our 
conference  in  his  feeling  that,  dealing 
with  the  money  items,  the  conference 
was  a  veiT  fair  and  equitable  conference 
and  that  in  the  main  the  Senate  action 
prevailed. 

I  share  with  him,  however,  disappoint¬ 
ment  in  the  fact  that  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  on  a  limitation  of  expenditures 
was  thought  to  be  thoroughly  unaccepta¬ 
ble  so  far  as  the  House  members  were 
concerned,  and  we  could  not  move  them 
a  single  inch  in  our  direction. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  quite  the  case.  I  think  they 
moved  several  inches  in  our  direction, 
but  we  also  had  to  move  several  inches  in 
their  direction. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  But  not  as  far  as  the 
basic  philosophy  of  the  Senate  language 
was  concerned,  which  was  largely  the 
brainchild  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  We,  on  the  Senate 
side,  had  worked  out  a  veiy  finn  com¬ 
mitment  on  the  part  of  (Congress  for 
some  actual  savings  in  expenditure. 

I  really  am  disappointed  in  the  final 
result.  It  is  better,  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor,  then  the  House  language  previously 
enacted.  But  I  would  be  less  than  candid 
with  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  and 
the  House  If  I  did  not  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  basic  language  as  finally 
adopted  retains  the  earlier  language  of 
the  House,  which  has  an  escape  hatch  so 
wide  that  a  nearsighted  farmer  could 
drive  a  full  load  of  alfalfa  through  it 
without  touching  either  gatepost.  I  want 
to  read  it  to  you  because  the  Senate 
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should  be  advised  of  that.  It  is  on  page 
11  of  the  conference  report  on  behalf  of 
the  managers  of  the  House. 

At  this  point  I  pause  long  enough  to 
say  that  I  continue  to  regret  that  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  Congress,  passed 
by  the  Senate  a  year  ago,  has  not  been 
approved  by  the  House,  because  among 
other  reforms  it  provided  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  its  membership  would  also 
get  a  conference  report  prepared  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  managers  of  the  bill  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate.  It  has  always  rankled 
me  a  little  to  have  to  rely  entirely  upon 
the  description  and  the  analysis  of  the 
conference  action  as  viewed  exclusively 
by  the  Members  of  the  House.  Our  con¬ 
ferees  come  to  the  Senate  time  after  time 
emptyhanded,  with  no  written  report 
as  to  what  transpired  and  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  very  few  Senators  ever  get  a 
completely  clear  picture  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  action.  This  is  a  weakness  in  our 
system  which  should  be  corrected. 

I  now  wish  to  read  the  escape-hatch 
language,  because  I  am  afraid  it  will  not 
result  in  the  kind  of  economies  which 
we  hoped  might  flow  from  this  effort. 
Tliis  appears  on  page  11  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  behalf  of  the  managers 
of  the  House: 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
House  language  that  would  operate  continu¬ 
ously  to  adjust  the  ceiling,  as  appropriate 
to  comport  with  the  estimated  budget  out¬ 
lay  effect  of  specific  congressional  actions  or 
Inactions  in  appropriation  bills  or  other  bills 
having  an  impact  on  the  April  15  budgetary 
proposals.  The  conferees  have  added  lan¬ 
guage  to  this  part  of  the  provision  to  also 
make  it  clear  that  other  actions  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  would  operate  to  adjust  the  ceiling  in 
like  fashion.  These  budgetary  and  other  ac¬ 
tions  would  result  in  adjustments  of  the 
ceiling  whether  Initiated  by  the  President  or 
by  the  Congress. 

Once  that  language  is  included  in  any 
so-called  spending  limitation  formula, 
Mr.  President,  we  have  the  phenomenon 
of  a  moving  ceiling  that  moves  up  or 
down  according  to  the  action  by  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  various  appropriation  bills. 
I  submit  that  in  reality  that,  kind  of 
moving  ceiling  has  very  little  advantage 
compared  with  no  ceiling  at  all.  To  all 
intents  and  purposes,  this  so-called  ceil¬ 
ing  on  spending  would  work  as  well,  as 
suppose,  if  we  had  not  used  a  figure  of 
some  $191  billion,  but  had  used  instead 
the  figure  $19  billion,  the  ceiling  will 
move  up  automatically  any  time  we  go 
beyond  it  anyhow.  I  say  that  because  I 
share  with  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
and  House  the  inspiration  that  induced 
us  to  make  a  noble  effort  to  write  a  legit¬ 
imate,  tight  ceiling  on  expenditures  to 
help  squelch  the  fierce  fires  of- inflation. 

The  House  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  felt,  and  we  on  our  side  felt,  that 
instead  of  having  the  matter  handled 
as  was  done  last  year,  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Finance,  which  wrote 
in  their  concept  of  expenditure  ceilings 
and  employment  ceilings,  we  would  un¬ 
dertake  the  job  in  our  appropriation 
committees.  In  my  opinion,  we  pretty 
badly  failed.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
could  have  had  any  better  luck  in  ap¬ 
proaching  this  matter.  However,  insofar 
as  I  am  concerned,  I  openly  invite  the 


members  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  the  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance,  if  they  feel  inclined  to 
do  so,  to  take  a  whack  at  it.  We  found 
it  was  a  most  difficult  thing  to  do. 

We  tried,  on  both  sides  of  the  Capitol, 
to  do  a  responsible  job.  I  think  we  largely 
failed.  Because  I  think  we  largely  failed, 
I  think  the  invitation  has  to  be  extended 
to  all  concerned  to  evolve  some  ingenious 
method  to  accomplish  the  results  which 
we  desire,  that  is,  a  reduction  in  expendi¬ 
tures  which  will  enable  us,  after  having 
passed  the  necessaiw  tax  legislation,  to 
make  some  dent  in  the  battle  against  in¬ 
flation. 

Certainly  I  shall  welcome  any  wisdom 
that  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  the  Committee  on  Finance  can  write 
into  legislation,  or  any  formula  they  can 
conceive  of,  which  will  achieve  results. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  have  very 
little  confidence  in  the  efficacy  of  a  mov¬ 
ing  ceiling.  It  is  like  a  moving  target.  It  is 
an  ellusive  thing.  We  did  not  have  that 
fluctuating  feature  in  the  Senate  bill,  I 
might  add. 

Of  course.  Congress  can  always  spend 
more  than  is  provided  by  some  arbitrary 
ceiling  which  it  fixes  for  itself,  but  under 
our  Senate  language  it  has  to  go  through 
the  painful,  obvious,  well  publicized 
process  of  specifically  exempting  in¬ 
creased  expenditures  from  the  ceiling 
limitation.  This  will  not  now  be  necessary 
under  the  House  language.  It  will  simply 
be  automatic — after  the  fact.  For  the 
next  few  days,  the  computing  machines, 
the  analysts,  the  economists,  and  the 
master  mathematicians  of  the  two  bodies 
will  figure  out  what  impact  this  action 
will  have  on  the  moving  ceiling.  They 
will  then  have  a  new  dollar  figure  for  a 
ceiling,  one  which  will  go  up  or  down 
each  time  Congress  acts  on  money  bills. 
I  do  not  think  that  Is  an  adequate  answer 
to  our  serious  problem.  It  was  the  best  we 
could  do  in  conference,  unfortunately. 
Certainly  we  tried  valiantly  to  uphold 
the  Senate  postion,  but  we  failed. 

Mr.  President,  except  for  that  failure 
I  think  that  the  remainder  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  certainly  merits  the  approval 
of  the  Senate,  and  there  is  nothing  we 
can  do  to  correct  this  situation  here. 

Therefore,  I  shall  vote  for  the  adoption 
of  the  conference  report,  as  I  agreed  to 
sign  it.  It  is  the  best  we  can  bring  about 
because  of  the  inability  to  get  anything 
better  between  the  two  appropriation 
committees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  is  a  rare  occasion.  I  am  doubtful 
that  I  have  seen  anything  like  this  in 
a  long  time  where  two  Senators  who 
labored  so  long,  and  I  think  so  effec¬ 
tively,  in  creating  this  bill  are  so  modest 
about  their  attainment.  I  think  they  at¬ 
tained  a  great  deal.  Beginning  in  April, 
there  were  long  and  painful  hearings! 
They  presented  the  bill  splendidly  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  where  it  was 
agreed  to.  Then,  it  went  to  conference. 

I  am  not  at  all  of  the  feeling  that  they 
should  be  so  modest  in  describing  the 
result  of  their  efforts,  which  I  think  have 
been  largely  successful.  I  compliment 
them. 


Anyone  who  inspects  this  Record  will 
find  that  there  were  92  amendments  in 
conference  and,  in  the  main,  the  Senate 
prevailed  in  conference. 

The  second  point  I  wish  to  make  is 
that  I  think  the  concept  of  the  control 
of  expenditures  begun  in  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  in  the  other  body  this 
year  and  carried  fonvard  here  is  a  very 
fine  one  and  should  be  a  part  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  process  of  the  two  Houses, 
rather  than  to  come  as  it  did  last  year 
from  the  exhaustive  and  very  fine  efforts 
of  the  two  Senatoi’s — and  it  was  a  bipar¬ 
tisan  effort — who  are  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance.  So  the  final  ef¬ 
fort  to  control  expenditures  which,  in 
many  respects  was  successful  last  year, 
was  really  the  product  of  the  tax  raising 
committee  rather  than  the  tax  spend¬ 
ing  committees,  as  it  should  be. 

I  am  not  at  all  of  the  feeling  of  my 
distinguished  friends  about  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  control  of  expenditures.  As  weak 
as  they  think  it  is,  I  think  it  is  an  im¬ 
provement  over  the  House  version. 

When  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
called  attention  to  the  manifest  weak¬ 
nesses,  and  the  conference  included  the 
amendments  to  meet  his  views,  they  ma¬ 
terially  strengthened  the  measure. 

So  far  as  the  question  of  a  moving 
ceiling  is  concerned,  that  is  what  it  was 
last  year,  and  that  is  what  it  is  always 
going  to  be  unless  the  Senate  and  the 
House  enact  this  control  measure  the 
very  last  day  of  the  session. 

In  this  instance,  we  enacted  it  before 
any  annual  appropriation  bill  had  been 
called  up,  and  I  think  that  is  the  time  to 
enact  it;  but  by  being  enacted  at  that 
time  it  has  to  contain  machinery  to  re¬ 
flect  the  actions  of  Congress  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  session  on  annual  appro¬ 
priation  bills. 

I  cite  just  one  instance  and  that  is 
with  respect  to  the  food  stamp  appro¬ 
priation  where  the  Senate  wrote  into  the 
bill  the  other  day  an  increase  of  $410 
million  for  availability  in  fiscal  year 
1970.  Under  the  provision  in  the  final 
version  of  the  expenditure  control  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  conference  bill  whatever  will 
be  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
in  the  way  of  expenditures  in  fiscal  year 
1970  out  of  the  $410  million,  if  it  be 
enacted  in  the  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill,  will  serve  to  increase  the  new 
ceiling.  It  will  be  the  action  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  representatives  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  and  it  should  not  be  ignored  or  taken 
out  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  the 
Executive  after  we  get  away  from  here. 

As  far  as  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
concerned,  he  thinks  that  a  fine  service 
has  been  rendered  in  that  particular  part 
of  the  conference  bill  and  that  the  con¬ 
ference  bill  reflects  the  excellent  and  ef¬ 
fective  work  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  The  Senator  from  Florida  does 
not  like  to  hear  them  downgrade  them¬ 
selves  or  their  service.  He  is  here  to  pay 
tribute  to  them  as  having  done  a  fine  job 
and  he  is  sorry  they  could  not  accomplish  j 
everything  they  described,  but  who  has  ' 
ever  been  able  to  do  that  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  After  all,  we  consist  of  a  good  1 
many  people,  100  Senators  and  435  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  When  one  gets  through 
with  a  conference  it  is  certain  to  reflect 
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the  views  of  the  two  able  Senators  who 
struggled  hard  on  a  bill  such  as  this  one. 

I  congratulate  the  Senators.  This  is  a 
good  conference  report  and  a  good  bill. 
As  one  who  has  seen  every  phase  during 
the  creation  of  a  bill  and  who  has  par¬ 
ticipated  in  a  modest  way,  I  do  not  want 
to  see  my  friends  disregard  the  credit  I 
think  they  are  due  and  which  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  give  them  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  appreciate  the  very  generous 
and  gracious  remarks  made  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  .  I  can¬ 
not  express  enough  appreciation  for  the 
support  he  gave  me  in  conference  and 
the  work  he  rendered,  and  the  efforts  he 
put  forth  to  help  bring  back  a  good  con¬ 
ference  report. 

I  do  share  the  feeling  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  to  the  effect  that  the 
moving  ceiling  pretty  much  knocks  out 
any  suggestion  of  any  real  bona  fide 
reduction  in  Federal  expenditures  inso¬ 
far  as  the  conference  report  is  con¬ 
cerned.  We  have  been  successful  in  re¬ 
quiring  a  $1  billion  reduction  in  some 
figure.  We  do  not  know  what  that  “some” 
figure  is  and  we  will  not  know  until  all 
the  figures  are  in.  But  it  was  the  best  we 
could  do.  Moreover,  any  increase  in  xm- 
controllables  over  the  $2  billion  cushion 
may  result  in  a  forced  offsetting  reduc¬ 
tion  in  expenditures  elsewhere. 

I  cannot  reconcile  myself  to  the  idea 
of  having  the  Congress  extend  the  sur¬ 
tax  to  permit  the  Government  to  tax  the 
people  and  siphon  off  more  moneys  to  be 
spent  in  turn  by  the  Government  on  new 
programs. 

But  that  is  what  we  are  being  asked 
to  do.  We  are  being  asked  to  extend  the 
surtax.  We  should  be  willing  to  tighten 
our  belts  and  curtail  a  few  of  the  ex¬ 
penditures  if  we  are  going  to  continue 
to  saddle  the  burden  on  the  American 
people  of  a  10-percent  surcharge 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  and  5  percent  thereafter  until 
June  30  of  next  year.  I  regret  that  the 
conference  report  does  not  show  a  de¬ 
termination  at  this  time  to  enforce  ex¬ 
penditure  cuts.  It  does  not  make  sense 
to  me. 

I  think  we  must  all  agree  that  one  of 
the  major  factors  contributing  toward 
inflation  in  this  country  is  the  gigantic 
expenditure  of  Federal  moneys.  Yet, 
what  we  are  apparently  going  to  see  is 
the  extension  of  a  surtax  which  will  draw 
more  money  from  the  pockets  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  while,  at  the  same  time,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  turns  right  around  and 
spends  more  money  on  Federal  programs. 
Such  expenditures  will  fuel  the  fires  of 
inflation.  In  other  words,  we  are  told 
that  we  must  have  the  surtax  to  fight 
inflation.  What  it  amounts  to  is  simply 
that  we  will  collect  more  money  to  fight 
inflation,  and  we  will  spend  more  money 
to  feed  inflation.  It  just  does  not  make 
sense  to  me. 

That  is  the  position  I  take.  I  know 
that  forced  expenditure  reductions  would 
pinch  my  feet  a  little  bit,  too.  Of  course, 
I  am  going  to  try  and  increase  appro¬ 
priations  over  the  budget  estimates  for 
certain  items,  such  as  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  in  my  State,  but  I  was  willing  when 
I  brought  this  bill  to  the  Senate  floor 


in  the  first  instance  to  accept  offsetting 
reductions  elsewhere  for  any  appropria¬ 
tion  increases  in  certain  areas  that  the 
Congress  might,  in  its  wisdom,  wish  to 
make. 

Of  course,  those  offset  reductions  else¬ 
where  might  have  evoked  some  com¬ 
plaints  from  me,  too.  But  I  think  Con¬ 
gress  should  be  willing  to  make  some 
cuts  in  Federal  expenditures,  if  we  are 
going  to  extend  the  surtax.  But,  ap¬ 
parently,  that  is  not  the  case.  So  we  did 
the  best  we  could  in  conference.  As  I  say, 
we  did  not  bring  back  a  conference  report 
which  is  entirely  to  my  liking,  but  I  can¬ 
not  have  it  all  my  way.  I  think  we  possi¬ 
bly  made  some  gains,  but  we  also  lost. 
However,  I  do  appreciate  the  kind  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Florida,  and 
again  I  thank  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  want  to  say  to  the  Sen- 
'ator  from  Florida  that  I  thank  him  for 
his  generous  comments.  I  would  be  un¬ 
gracious  if  I  did  not  express  my  appreci¬ 
ation  for  what  he  said.  But  it  was  not 
exactly  out  of  a  sense  of  humility  that 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  I 
felt  that  we  should  “come  clean”  and 
point  up  this  “escape  hatch.”  We  did  so 
rather  out  of  an  abundance  of  caution 
when  we  felt  that  it  plumb  could  not 
work  and  that  we  should  so  warn  our 
collea^gues. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  think  it 
is  pretty  much  meaningless. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  hope  we  are  wrong,  but 
I  do  not  want  the  Senator  from  Florida 
to  think  that  we  are  the  two  humblest 
Members  of  the  Senate.  I  do  not  sup¬ 
pose  we  are  any  more  faithful  disciples 
of  Uriah  Heep  than  anyone  else  in  our 
closed  society — and  there  are  not  many 
people  in  our  Chamber  winning  prizes 
for  modesty  these  days — but  we  feel  we 
had  to  work  out  a  fonnula  that  would 
work  or  describe  to  you  the  weaknesses 
of  this  substitute  ceiling-fixing  language 
as  we  see  them. 

The  difference  between  a  moving  ceil¬ 
ing,  which  is  as  good  as  no  ceiling  at 
all — it  is  not  any  better,  it  is  not  any 
worse,  but  it  kind  of  fools  the  people.  I 
am  afraid — but  the  difference  between 
a  moving  ceiling  and  a  fixed  ceiling  con¬ 
cept  such  as  we  had  written  in  on  the 
Senate  side  is  this.  We  were  to  increase 
the  food-stamp  plan  or  some  other  ex¬ 
penditure  with  a  fixed  ceiling,  we  would 
have  to  have  economies  somewhere  else 
along  the  rest  of  the  year  in  order  to  get 
back  that  money  and  keep  within 
the  fixed  ceiling. 

The  purpose  of  the  ceiling  is  to  com¬ 
pel  (government  to  live  within  it.  It  com¬ 
pels  us  to  economize.  A  moving  ceiling 
does  nothing.  It  would  work  as  well,  I 
suppose,  if  we  had  $1  billion  as  a  pro¬ 
posed  ceiling.  That  would  make  head¬ 
lines  all  over  the  country.  The  conferees 
put  on  a  ceiling  on  expenditures  of  $1 
billion.  However,  if  the  Congress  went 
beyond  it,  it  would  not  be  too  important, 
there  would  be  no  confession  of  failure, 
because  that  ceiling — whatever  it  is — 
moves  up  and  up  automatically,  while 
the  people  with  the  calculating  machines 
are  reporting  back  how  much  it  had 
moved  up  and  the  dollar-figure  involved 


in  the  new  and  still  temporary  expendi¬ 
ture  ceiling. 

So,  I  hope  we  are  wrong.  I  hope  we  get 
the  economies.  If  we  do,  it  will  be  a  bill 
at  a  time,  a  vote  at  a  time,  and  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  a  time,  as  the  appropriation 
process  unfolds.  I  do  not  think,  however, 
we  will  get  the  needed  economies  by  the 
machinations  of  a  moving  ceiling  such  as 
the  House  proposed  and  pushed  through 
the  conference. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  discussed  this 
with  the  distinguished  Senator.  Under 
the  House  language,  the  ceiling  that  they 
put  on  would  not  apply  to  the  educa¬ 
tional  appropriations.  The  subcommit¬ 
tee  amended  this  to  apply — the  House 
knocked  out  the  provision  that  we  put  in 
the  Vocational  Education  Act  last  year 
that  exempted  all  education  appropria¬ 
tions  from  this  ceiling.  According  to  the 
House  bill,  they  knocked  out  the  House 
provision  which  would  have  repealed  the 
prohibition  against  a  ceiling  on  educa¬ 
tional  appropriations. 

Congress  passed  the  vocational  educa¬ 
tional  amendments  last  year.  My  ques¬ 
tion  is:  Did  the  Senate  prevail  with  that 
amendment? 

I  have  read  the  language  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  fiscal  year  1970  budget  outlays. 
Could  the  distinguished  Senator  indicate 
to  me  that  the  Senate  did  prevail?  What 
are  the  facts  about  the  educational  ap¬ 
propriations?  Do  we  have  the  status  as  it 
was  before  the  House  language  which 
knocked  out  the  language  in  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Act  last  year,  or  did  the 
House  prevail? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The 
House  language  in  the  original  bill  did 
not  do  what  the  Senator  states. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  When  it  was  de¬ 
bated  in  the  Senate,  no  one  contended 
that  it  did. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The 
House  had  no  language  in  the  bill  limit¬ 
ing  expenditures  by  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  wrote  the  repealing  language  into 
the  bill,  but  the  Senate,  at  the  urging 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Texas, 
and  as  a  result  largely  of  the  efforts 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Texas  knocked 
out  the  language  that  had  been  written 
in  by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate,  which  would  have  re¬ 
pealed  the  law. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  want  to  thank 
the  Senator  for - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  want  to 
emphasize  that  but  for  the  Senator  from 
Texas  and  his  efforts,  I  think  the  lan¬ 
guage  inserted  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations  would  have  stayed  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  for  his - 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  defended  the  committee’s  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  floor,  but  the  Senator’s  work 
was  more  effective  than  mine  and  he 
prevailed. 

Now  in  answering  the  Senator’s  ques¬ 
tion — 
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Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
yield  for  one  more  comment? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  No,  not 
at  this  time,  but  shortly.  If  I  may  just 
continue,  because  I  v;ant  to  allay  the 
concern  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Yarborough),  the  Senator  undid  the 
work  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  Consequently,  that  item  was  not 
in  conference.  The  result  is  that  the 
basic  law,  which  was  embraced  in  the 
education  amendments  of  last  year,  I 
would  say,  largely  because  of  the  work  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas  and  the  former 
Senator  from  Oregon,  Mr.  Moi'se,  is  still 
the  law. 

In  summation,  the  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  question  is  that  expenditures  of 
the  OfHce  of  Education  are  not  affected 
in  any  way  by  the  conference  report. 
Now  I  gladly  yield  to  the  able  Senator. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  want  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia.  I  serve  on  the  committee 
with  him.  I  am  glad  to  be  corrected.  I 
had  an  error  in  my  statement  about  the 
House.  I  commend  the  Senator’s  dili¬ 
gence.  He  knows  exactly  what  is  in  the 
bill.  I  serve  on  that  committee  with  him 
and  he  always  has  his  homework  done 
completely  and  has  an  exact  knowledge 
of  it.  I  want  to  commend  him  and  thank 
him  for  his  clarification  which  will  re¬ 
lieve  many  people  who  have  been  worried 
about  this  question  and  asked  me  about 
it. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  that  he  gives 
me  too  much  credit.  Fifty  Senators  were 
working  on  that.  I  was  only  one  of  the 
irKtruments  among  all  the  half  a  hun¬ 
dred.  I  am  very  grateful  to  him  for 
clarifying  this  matter. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Other 
Senators,  including  Mr.  Pell,  should 
have  a  great  deal  of  credit,  but  I  know 
I  am  right  in  saying  that  the  Senator 
from  Texas,  (Mr.  Yarborough)  did  lead 
the  fight.  One  day  when  I  was  very  busily 
engaged  in  defending  the  committee’s 
position  with  the  respect  to  the  expendi¬ 
ture  limitation,  he  was  lining  up  names 
of  cosponsors  for  his  amendment. 

I  pay  tribute  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  for 
his  diligence  but  I  would  say  it  was  not 
a  case  of  who  prevailed — I  am  certain 
he  would  not  object  to  what  is  right,  but 
I  think  wisdom  prevailed  rather  than  a 
humble  servant  on  the  committee,  one 
of  nine  Senators.  Many  of  us  worked  on 
it.  As  the  Senator  knows,  no  one  man 
could  have  done  it.  It  was  a  case  of  wis¬ 
dom  and  the  desire  of  the  people  to  see 
education  furthered  in  this  country. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
the  opportunity  to  discuss  with  my  friend 
from  West  Virginia  the  fate  of  the  $16 
million  which  the  Senate  restored  in  the 
supplemental  for  the  program  which  is 
known  as  educational  opportunity 
grants;  so  will  the  Senator  jdeld  for  a 
comment  or  two  as  well  as  one  or  two 
questions  which  I  would  hope  he  would 
comment  on,  if  I  may? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  able  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana. 


Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  ftfst  of  all, 
I  should  like  to  add  my  imderstanding  to 
that  which  has  already  been  abundantly 
expressed  about  the  difficulties  and  the 
heavy  task  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

I  know  of  no  greater  difficulty  than 
to  try  to  supervise  an  appropriation 
measiure,  to  try  to  allocate  limited  funds 
within  this  body,  unless  it  would  be  to 
allocate  limited  funds  between  this  body 
and  the  other  body.  So  my  remarks — and 
I  want  to  emphasize  this — are  not  in  any 
way  directed  at  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia.  Rather,  if  I  may,  I  would  like 
to  direct  these  few  words  to  our  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  House.  Each  body  is  inde¬ 
pendent,  of  course. 

I  would  like,  as  one  Senator — and  that 
is  all  I  can  speak  for — to  serve  notice 
that,  at  a  more  propitious  time  than  dur¬ 
ing  the  consideration  of  this  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriation  bill  at  this  late  hour,  I 
intend  to  do  everything  I  can  in  my 
power — here  again  as  one  Senator — to 
see  if  we  can  reorient  these  priorities.  I 
think  they  are  out  of  kilter  as  far  as  that 
$16  million  for  the  education  opportuni¬ 
ties  grants  are  concerned. 

We  wisely,  of  course,  have  given  great 
consideration  to  the  need  for  efficiency. 
It  has  been  my  experience,  in  a  relatively 
short  period  of  time,  only  7  years, 
but  8  years  prior  to  that  time  in  the  State 
legislature,  to  observe  that  everyone  is 
in  favor  of  efficiency  until  it  comes  to 
cutting  one  particular  project  that  is  of 
significant  interest  to  the  one  who  pre¬ 
viously  talked  of  efficiency.  I  recognize 
that.  But  when  we  look  at  the  whole 
operation  of  the  Federal  function  in  the 
area  of  education,  y^e  have  to  reorient 
our  priorities.  We  have  to  take  a  hard, 
realistic  look  at  the  times  in  which  we 
live.  We  have  to  realize  there  are  things' 
going  on  on  some  of  our  campuses  which 
cannot  be  tolerated  or,  frankly,  excused. 

I  think  the  record  will  bear  out  my  ob¬ 
servation  that  these  misdeeds  are  partic¬ 
ipated  in  by  a  relatively  small  percentage 
of  our  students,  but,  because  of  the  great 
notoriety  they  have  received,  there  is  a 
reaction — I  sense  it  in  the  country  as 
well  as  in  my  own  constituency  in  Indi¬ 
ana  and  other  places — which  threatens 
to  disembowel  our  whole  educational  ef¬ 
fort  at  the  Federal  level  and  threatens 
to  turn  back  the  clock  in  the  effort  in 
which  many  of  us  have  participated, 
along  with  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  to  try  to  broaden  the  base  for  edu¬ 
cational  opportimities. 

That  is  my  judgment  from  talking  to 
thousands  of  young  people,  not  only  in 
my  State  but  throughout  the  country. 
The  young  people  want  to  learn.  They 
want  to  face  up  to  the  challenges.  They 
are  asking  questions  which  perhaps  we 
should  have  asked  10  or  20  years  ago. 

Some  of  them  point  out  the  inconsist¬ 
encies  between  what  some  of  us  in  the 
older  generation  say  and  what  we  do. 
One  of  these  inconsistencies  is  pointed 
out  very  vividly  in  the  insistence  on  the 
part  of  the  House  that  the  $16  million 
of  education  opportunities  grants  be 
stricken  from  the  conference  report. 

I  allude  to  this  inconsistency  because, 
if  there  is  one  area  that  is  fraught  with 
controversy,  it  is  the  area  of  poverty.  The 
whole  area  of  guaranteed  income,  nega¬ 


tive  income  tax,  welfare,  supplemental 
housing  is  a  very  hot  potato.  Yet  there 
is  one  things  I  have  found  no  disagree¬ 
ment  on.  A  person  may  be  the  most  con¬ 
servative  person  there  is  with  respect  to 
welfare,  may  be  totally  opposed  to  the 
Job  Corps,  but  when  it  gets  down  to  the 
fundamental  question,  there  seems  to  be 
total  agreement  that  the  final  solution 
to  the  problem  of  poverty  is  education. 

I  firmly  believe  that,  although  it  is  not 
quite  that  simple. 

There  is  a  total  inconsistency  in  saying 
that  education  is  the  solution  to  the 
problem  of  poverty,  and  then  striking 
out  grants  that  are  designed  to  permit 
unfortunate  people  who  have  been, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  bom  into 
families  and  environments  that  almost 
defy  description,  to  have  scholarship  op¬ 
portunities  which  would  permit  them  to 
raise  themselves  by  their  own  bootstraps 
and  raise  another  generation  in  another 
environment  with  a  better  chance  of  be¬ 
ing  first-class  Americans. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
been  very  indulgent,  and  I  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  get  involved  in  this  statement; 
but  let  me  add  that  I  have  talked  with 
officials  at  both  private  and  State  insti¬ 
tutions  in  Indiana — and  we  have  some 
very  fine  ones.  'Two  weeks  ago  I  had  an 
opportunity  to  go  to  the  Greensboro 
branch  of  the  University  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  speak  with  a  gentleman  who  is 
in  charge  of  the  educational  assistance 
programs.  He  gave  the  same  message  that 
our  education  officials  have  been  giving 
in  the  areas  and  schools  where  the  drop¬ 
out  rate  is  high.  We  all  know  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  the  youngster  when  he  drops 
out.  These  officials  have  been  giving  the 
message  to  the  poor  and  the  underprivi¬ 
leged  children,  “Stick  by  your  guns. 
Study.  Stay  in  the  classroom.  Get  your 
diploma.  We  are  going  to  make  is  pos¬ 
sible  for  you  to  get  further  training  and 
get  a  college  degree’’ — which  is  unheard 
of  in  many  of  these  communities — “and 
have  a  whole  new  life  for  your  family.’’ 

These  children  have  stuck  to  programs 
like  Upward  Bound  and  others.  They 
have  stuck  by  their  gims.  Yet  these  peo¬ 
ple,  both  in  North  Carolina  and  in  In¬ 
diana,  and  I  imagine  it  is  the  same 
throughout  the  country,  tell  me  that 
without  this  $16  million  we  are  not  going 
to  have  enough  fimds  to  give  scholarship 
grants  to  young  people  who  have  been  in 
the  Upward  Bound  program,  let  alone 
those  who  have  not.  It  seems  to  me  this 
is  going  to  be  a  terribly  disastrous  thing. 
Not  only  will  it  be  a  loss  of  know-how 
and  creative  ability  and  a  great  humani¬ 
tarian  loss,  but  I  suggest  we  are  dealing 
with  dynamite  when  we  raise  the  ex¬ 
pectations  of  these  young  people  and  say, 
“Here  is  a  chance  for  you  to  have  a  bet¬ 
ter  tomorrow,”  and  then,  when  the  time 
comes  to  cross  the  threshold,  tell  them 
that,  because  of  the  action  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  door  has  been  lit¬ 
erally  slammed  in  their  faces. 

I  do  not  need  to  repeat  the  axiom  we 
are  all  familiar  with,  that  the  future  of 
America  depends  on  our  commitment  to 
our  educational  needs  of  tomorrow. 

So  perhaps  we  ought  to  make  an  ex¬ 
amination  or  reorient  our  priorities  and 
see  whether  we  should  do  more  in  the 
area  of  education.  Education  Is  not  a 
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field  in  which  we  can  cut  back  1  year 
and  make  it  up  the  next  year.  Each 
youngster  who  drops  out  of  the  educa¬ 
tion  process  has  very  little  likelihood  of 
getting  back  in.  I  not  only  suggest  we 
need  to  continue  the  programs  which  we 
have  undertaken  to  date,  but,  as  far  as 
investment  of  dollars  is  concerned,  we 
have  no  better  investment  or  way  of  do¬ 
ing  a  better  job  with  our  dollars.  This  is 
the  key  to  the  futme. 

I  think  some  of  us  are  going  to  do 
everything  we  can  to  see  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  does  not  cause  us  to 
lose  that  key  before  we  can  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  it. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  West  Virginia 
for  his  indulgence.  I  know  he  did  every¬ 
thing  he  could,  but  I  think  the  House,  in 
this  instant,  has  been  extremely  short¬ 
sighted.  I  hope  we  can  energize  a  force 
within  this  body  to  let  the  House  know 
we  mean  business. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  very  sympathetic  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  just  said.  I 
was  sympathetic  to  the  item  to  which  he 
has  addressed  his  remarks.  However,  the 
conferees  found  the  House  to  be  ada¬ 
mant  in  its  position. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  door,  to  para¬ 
phrase  the  Senator’s  words,  has  been 
slammed  back  in  the  faces  of  young 
people  who  want  to  receive  an  education. 
This  is  an  ongoing  program,  and  $124,- 
600,000  was  allotted  to  the  program  after 
conference  action  on  the  1969  regular 
appropriation  bill.  So.  although  it  is  true 
that  it  would  have  been  desirable  to  have 
the  additional  $16  million,  I  think  we 
have  to  recognize  that  the  1970  appro¬ 
priation  will  be  coming  along  from  the 
House  at  the  end  of  this  month,  at  least 
I  would  hope  so.  At  that  time,  I  am  sure 
Senators  will  want  to  renew  their  efforts 
in  behalf  of  this  item  by  presenting  to 
the  appropriate  subcommittee  on  appro¬ 
priations — and  it  does  not  happen  to  be 
the  one  of  which  I  am  chairman — their 
viewpoints  in  support  thereof. 

I  must  point  out  that  this  item  was  not 
budgeted,  and  it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
take  an  unbudgeted  item  to  conference 
and  get  the  House  to  yield  on  the  item. 

I  think  the  fact  that  it  was  not  budg¬ 
eted  is  largely  responsible  for  our  tem¬ 
porary  defeat.  It  was  not  that  the  House 
conferees  wanted  to  slam  the  door  on 
anyone;  it  was  simply  that  the  House 
felt  that  if  items  are  so  necessary  and 
needed,  the  executive  branch  ought  to 
send  up  a  budget  request. 

I  would  hope  that  those  Senators  who 
are  interested  in  this  item — and  I  am 
interested  in  it  as  well,  though  I  was 
not  one  of  those  who  led  the  fight  for  its 
inclusion  in  this  bill;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  suggested  amendment  came  to  our 
♦  attention  very  late,  we  had  no  heai'ings 
on  it,  the  House  committee  held  no  hear¬ 
ings,  and  as  I  have  already  stated  there 
was  no  budget  estimate,  so  we  were  at  a 
great  disadvantage  in  conference,  in  our 
attempt  to  prevail — will  take  encourage¬ 
ment  from  the  realization  that  there  was 
a  very  sizable  amount  of  money  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  1969  appropriation  bill, 
and  undoubtedly  there  will  be  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount  appropriated  in  the 
1970  regular  bill. 


The  battle  is  not  wholly  lost.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator,  and  I  commend 
the  other  Senators  who  joined  with  him 
in  support  of  this  item.  They  did  a  very 
fine  job.  I  wish  we  could  have  prevailed 
in  the  conference. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  fm-ther  brief  com¬ 
ment,  although  he  has  already,  as  I  have 
stated  before,  been  overly  indulgent  to 
me? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  know  how  hard  the  Sen¬ 
ator  tried  on  this  matter,  and  I  know 
that  at  this  late  hour,  we  are  not  going 
to  do  anything  about  it  in  this  bill.  I 
think  the  Senator’s  admonition  to  start 
looking  now  to  the  next  bill  is  certainly 
what  we  must  do. 

But  as  we  do  that,  I  hope  that  we  will 
recognize  the  responsibility  that  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch  has  to  deal  with  the  in¬ 
equities  that  exist  in  the  system,  and  not 
fall  back  on  the  fact  that  the  executive 
branch  downtown  did  not  feel  that  this 
was  important. 

The  large  sum  to  which  the  Senator 
referred  is  there,  it  is  true,  but  when  you 
consider  the  number  of  scholarships,  the 
NDEA  program,  the  EOG  program,  the 
loan  program — which  is  practically  dried 
up  because  of  the  interest  rate,  though 
I  and  some  other  Senators  have  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  try  to  free  it — as  far  as 
providing  resources  for  the  young  peo¬ 
ple  who  want  to  go  ahead  and  get  an 
education,  this  whole  program  has  be¬ 
come  really  regressive,  and  it  deeply  con¬ 
cerns  me.  I  am  a  bit  despondent  about  it 
all.  I  am  sure  I  shall  feel  better  to¬ 
morrow,  but  not  enough  to  lose  my  de¬ 
termination  to  hope  we  can  do  better. 

What  better  investment  is  there  than 
to  give  these  young  people  the  resources 
they  need  to  expand  their  knowledge, 
intellects,  and  skills,  so  that  they  can 
help  solve  some  of  these  problems  the 
rest  of  us  have  not  yet  been  able  to 
solve? 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  for  his  helpful 
comments. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  I  share  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Indiana  his  ap¬ 
preciation  of  the  task  which  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  has  before  him,  in 
seeking  to  satisfy  not  only  the  Members 
of  the  Senate,  but  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  as  well,  on  a  difficult  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  such  as  this,  involv¬ 
ing,  as  I  understand  it,  nearly  $4.3 
billion. 

I  deeply  regret,  however,  that  this 
second  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
did  not  include  any  of  the  $16  million 
supplemental  appropriation  for  the  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grant  pi-ogram 
which  the  original  Senate  version  of  the 
supplemental  bill  Included. 

’This  $16  million  supplemental  for  the 
EOG  program,  which  the  Appropriations 
Committee  added  to  the  Senate  version 
of  the  bill,  would  have  restored  the 
money  which  last  fall’s  conference  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Labor-Health,  Education, 


and  Welfare  appropriation  cut  from  the 
original  Senate  appropriation  for  this 
program.  Hrwould  have  made  32,000  ad¬ 
ditional  grants  available  for  initial  year 
EOG  students,  and  prevented  a  sevei'e 
reduction  in  the  size  of  this  program 
from  occurring  this  fall.  It  would  have 
kept  faith  both  with  our  institutions  of 
higher  learning  and  with  our  disadvan¬ 
taged  students. 

’This  is  the  second  time,  as  I  understand 
it,  that  the  Senate  has  sought  to  Include 
this  $16  million  figure  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  the  level  of  Initial  year  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity  grants,  and  the  sec¬ 
ond  time  it  has  been  dropped  by  confer¬ 
ence  committees. 

The  net  effect  is  that  serious  cutback 
in  the  Initial  year  EOG  grants  that  will 
be  available.  We  funded  educational  op¬ 
portunity  grants  for  123,000  initial  year 
students  in  the  first  year  of  this  program, 
the  school  year  1966-67;  for  133,000  ini¬ 
tial  year  students  in  the  school  year  1967- 
68;  and  for  140,000  initial-year  students 
in  1968-69;  but,  because  we  failed  to  in¬ 
clude  this  $16  million,  the  figure  this  year 
will  drop  to  100,000  new  students.  Per¬ 
centagewise,  it  is  a  substantial  and  severe 
cut.  It  involves  denying  the  possibility  of 
higher  education  to  as  many  as  40,000 
able  young  men  and  women  in  this  coun¬ 
try — ^young  men  and  women  who  have  the 
ability  to  go  on  to  college,  but,  because  of 
the  financial  gap  which  exi^  between 
them  and  the  rising  costs  of  a  higher  edu¬ 
cation,  will  be  prevented  from  doing  so. 

Many  of  these  young  men  and  women 
have  been  approached  through  such  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  as  Talent  Search  or  Up¬ 
ward  Bound.  Many  of  them  have  been 
approached  by  the  colleges  and  universi¬ 
ties,  have  been  identified  as  able  yovmg 
men  and  women,  and  have  been  encour¬ 
aged  to  believe  that  they  could  afford  to 
go  to  college  through  a  combination  of 
loans,  grants,  and  work-study.  The  edu¬ 
cational  opportunities  grants  are  essen¬ 
tial;  they  are  the  foimdation  on  which 
loans  and  work- study  programs  are 
built. 

Several  Senators  wrote  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  urging  the  inclusion  of  this  $16 
million,  which  was  included  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 
The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
decision  to  restore  this  $16  million  was 
applauded  in  floor  statements  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits), 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Brooke)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Goodell)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  (Mr.  Bayh)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Hart)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nelson)  ,  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Cranston)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Eagleton), 
and  myself.  And  many  other  Senators, 
as  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
knows,  are  most  interested  in  it. 

The  reason  for  this  interest  and  sup¬ 
port  is  that  very  few  programs  have 
worked  as  successfully  as  the  EOG.  Very 
few  programs  have  elicited  the  strong 
support  of  American  educational  insti¬ 
tutions  that  this  program  has. 

I  do  not  have  to  remind  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  that  the  cost  of  edu¬ 
cation  is  rising  almost  twice  as  fast  as 
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the  cost  of  living.  It  is  now  literally  out 
of  range  for  an  estimated  700,000  able 
young  men  and  women,  who  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  go  on  to  college  today  because 
of  the  rising  cost  of  education.  Within 
3  years,  there  will  be  1,250,000  able  young 
men  and  women  who  cannot  afford  to 
go  on  to  college  because  of  the  rising 
cost  of  education. 

This  would  have  been  the  time,  in  my 
opinion,  to  substantially  increase  the  ed¬ 
ucational  opportunities  grants  program, 
so  that  we  could  take  in  an  ever  larger 
share  of  these  able  young  men  and 
women,  and  give  them  a  chance  to  go 
on  through  college  and  contribute  more 
effectively,  not  only  to  their  own  lives, 
but  to  the  lives  of  their  relatives,  their 
neighborhoods,  their  States,  and  this 
Nation.  Surely  the  experience  we  had 
with  the  GI  bills  ought  to  persuade  us 
that  this  is  not  only  right  for  these 
young  men  and  women,  but  it  is  a  good 
investment  for  the  Nation. 

The  World  War  II  GI  bill  of  rights 
law  has  ah’eady  repaid  the  Federal  Gov- 
ermnent,  and  we  have  years  and  years 
to  go  with  it.  The  Government  is  making 
a  nice  profit  from  the  World  War  II  bill 
of  rights  as  well  as  from  the  other  educa¬ 
tional  programs.  That  is  why  I  find  the 
loss  of  this  $16  million  particularly 
grievous.  I  do  not  know  how  we  can 
explain  to  these  young  men  and  women 
the  kind  of  priorities  we  have. 

I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
sought  to  include  this  additional  fund¬ 
ing.  But  we  have  before  us  a  supple¬ 
mental  budget  involving  additional  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $4.3  billion,  of  which,  I 
understand,  about  one-half  is  defense- 
related.  We  wanted  to  include  $16  mil¬ 
lion  merely  to  maintain  an  existing  pro¬ 
gram  at  a  level  nearly  as  great  as  it  has 
been  in  the  last  3  years.  That  may  not 
mean  much  to  us  in  the  Senate,  but  it 
will  profoundly  affect  the  lives  of  32,000 
gifted  yoimg  men  and  women. 

I  would  hope  that  somehow  we  could 
develop  a  strategy  to  cause  the  House  to 
understand  the  nature  of  this  problem, 
and  to  do  a  far  better  job  of  enlisting 
their  support,  in  some  way,  than  we  have 
thus  far. 

I  am  not  being  at  all  critical  of  the 
conferees,  because  I  appreciate  their 
difficulties,  which  we  have  already  dis¬ 
cussed. 

Perhaps  this  problem  was  best  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  words  of  the  president  of 
the  University  of  Minnesota,  Malcolm 
Moos,  who  said: 

Such  federal  cutbacks  jeopardize  not  only 
our  work  with  low  income  students  pres¬ 
ently  at  the  university,  but  also  our  future 
recruitment  programs.  In  addition,  these 
cutbacks  create  hardships  for  the  student 
group  least  able  to  cope  with  them,  and  may 
well  Increase  campus  tensions  as  institu¬ 
tions  are  unable  to  assist  our  economically 
deprived. 

As  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
understands,  this  issue  will  arise  again 
in  the  regular  budget-making  process 
before  the  appropriate  subcommittee.  I 
wish  it  to  be  known  that  I  shall  do  all 
I  can  to  make  the  realities  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  compelling  need  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  basic  commonsense  and  jus¬ 
tice  underlying  it,  known  in  the  Senate 
and  known  before  the  appropriate  com¬ 


mittee,  because  I  feel  there  are  few 
things  that  Congress  can  do  now  that 
will  go  further,  that  will  help  more,  that 
constitute  a  better  investment,  than  the 
educational  opportunity  grant  program. 

Reductions  in  educational  investments 
are  simply  false  economies.  I  believe 
that  the  conference  committee  decision 
not  to  include  any  supplemental  for  the 
educational  opportunity  grant  program 
was  a  serious  mistake,  just  as  I  believe 
the  administration’s  proposed  budget  re¬ 
ductions  in  education  progi'ams  for  fiscal 
year  1970  are  serious  mistakes.  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  that  this  effort  to  keep  the 
educational  opportunity  grant  program 
operating  at  a  steady  level  has  been  un¬ 
successful,  and  I  pledge  my  support  for 
efforts  to  assure  that  important  pro¬ 
grams  of  Federal  aid  to  education — from 
preschool  education  to  elementary  and 
secondary,  higher  education  and  adult 
education — are  funded  at  a  fuller  and 
more  adequate  level  in  fiscal  year  1970. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  am  only 
sorry  that  I  do  not  possess  the  eloquence 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and  the 
Senator  from  Indiana;  otherwise,  we 
might  have  prevailed  in  conference. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  We  were  hoping  that 
the  Senator  would  prevail  because  of  his 
greater  eloquence. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  first  I  join 
with  the  views  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
Education  Subcommittee  and  express 
also  my  desire  to  work  with  them. 

I  shall  certainly  do  my  utmost  to  have 
adequate  funds  inserted  for  the  educa¬ 
tional  opportunty  grants  in  the  regular 
HEW  bill  and  fight  for  them  all  of  the 
way. 

I  would,  however,  at  this  moment  like 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
(Mr.  Byrd) — I  have  been  waiting  for 
some  time  to  do  this — and  I  should  also 
like  to  thank  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  who  has  apparently 
left  the  Chamber  momentarily,  for  fol¬ 
lowing  through  as  they  did  with  respect 
to  the  matter  of  summer  employment. 

I  think  they  did  well  to  get  $7.5  million 
out  of  $10  million.  We  should  have  had 
a  very  much  larger  allocation,  but  all 
we  could  get  in  tM  Senate  was  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  So,  to  come  back  from  the  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  with  75  percent 
in  a  case  in  which  they  had  nothing  is 
a  very  fine  achievement.  I  have  been  in 
those  conferences  and  have  fought  very 
hard  in  them. 

More  than  that,  it  gives  me  great 
gratification  that  an  act  of  the  Senate 
after  debate  and  consideration  Is  not 
just  tossed  off  lightly. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  told 
me  that  he  had  contended  for  this 
measure  in  conference  as  if  it  were  his 
own.  And  he  obviously  did,  or  it  would 
not  have  come  out  this  way. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  finer  trib¬ 
ute  that  a  Senator  can  pay  another 
Senator  than  to  say  to  him:  “You  did 
what  you  would  have  done  for  your  own 
amendment  if  it  had  carried  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  you  did  this  on  a  matter  on 
which  you  had  some  doubts.  You  took 
the  amendment  and  said  you  would  fol¬ 
low  through  on  it,  and  you  did.” 
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Not  only  am  I  grateful — because  that 
is  not  very  important — but  I  also  think 
the  Senate  will  find  itself  with  an  ex¬ 
tremely  helpful,  though  small  amount  of 
money.  It  will  be  very  critical  at  a  time 
when  I  think  it  will  be  demonstrated 
that  every  drop  of  this  kind  of  rain  will 
fall  on  very  barren  soil. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  everything 
he  did,  and  especially  for  sticking  so 
closely,  so  precisely,  to  what  he  told  the 
Senate  and  what  he  told  me  he  would 
do  in  respect  to  the  matter. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  it  should  be  said  that  but  for  the 
efforts  of  the  Senator  from  New  York,  I 
do  not  think  we  would  have  the  $7.5  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  bill.  It  was  not  my  intention 
oi’iginally  to  insert  it.  However,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  his  unflagging  diligence  and  work, 
I  offered  the  substitute  amendment 
which  carried  in  the  amount  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Senator  is  precisely  correct  in 
saying  that,  having  done  that,  I  fought 
for  it  hard  in  conference. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  I  felt  a 
greater  responsibility  to  contend  for  that 
amendment  in  conference  than  I  would 
have  felt  had  it  been  my  own  legisla¬ 
tive  brainchild,  so  to  speak,  from  the  be¬ 
ginning. 

So  the  Senator,  I  think,  can  feel  very 
good  about  it  all.  I  have  no  hesitancy  in 
saying  frankly  and  candidly,  as  I  have 
here,  that  whatever  credit  there  may  be 
due  anent  this  item,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  can  really  feel  proud,  because 
it  is  mostly  due  him.  I  support  the  Neigh¬ 
borhood  Youth  Corps  type  programs,  but 
it  was  he  who  generated  the  climate  and 
pressed  the  fight  to  include  the  funds. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  that  is  veiy 
kind  of  the  Senator,  but  I  still  maintain 
what  I  have  said,  ffiie  Senator  did  it  as 
if  it  were  his  own,  and  this  is  a  very,  very 
fine  thing. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  initially, 
I  commend  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  his  fellow  colleagues  for  their 
diligence  and  their  relative  success  in  the 
conference  from  which  they  have 
emerged. 

There  is  an  item,  however,  on  which 
I  think  the  conferees  have  been  short¬ 
sighted. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  Record,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  a  question  or  two  about  that  item. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Certainly. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  land-grant  authorization  for  Federal 
City  College  and  Washington  Technical 
Institute,  the  House  appropriated  $7.24 
million  which  the  Senate  did  not  see  fit 
to  leave  in  the  bill  after  it  came  here. 
Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  is  correct. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  this  money 
was  programed  to  be  used  In  part  by 
Federal  City  College  for  an  extension 
land  grant  program  and  on  the  part  of 
Washington  Technical  Institute  for  a  vo¬ 
cational  program  and  environmental 
science  program,  because  these  programs 
could  not  be  expanded  as  programs 
otherwise. 
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The  Senate  agreed  to  an  amendment 
on  the  floor  which  would  have  appi’opri- 
ated  in  the  case  of  a  $7  million-plus  en¬ 
dowment  $360,000  which  would  have  en¬ 
abled  these  two  institutions  to  go  for¬ 
ward  with  these  programs.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  did  agree  to  a  proposal,  at  the  behest 
of  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Virginia,  to  add  the  $360,000. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  in  the  conference  the 
House  felt  it  would  not  settle  for  anything 
other  than  the  $7.24  million  endowment 
on  its  part.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  House 
expressed  the  viewpoint  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  position  prevailed,  and  the  $360,000 
were  allowed,  the  door  would  thereby  be 
opened  for  continuing  requests  for  a  new 
and  permanent  program  in  subsequent 
years  which  requests,  in  the  view  of  the 
House,  would  tecome  larger  each  year 
than  the  amount  which  was  originally 
inserted  at  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Virginia. 

The  House  was  adamant  in  opposing 
the  position  of  ‘  the  Senate.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  conferees,  I  suppose  largely  at  my 
suggestion,  were  Arm  in  opposing  the 
$7.24  million  inserted  by  the  House. 

It  was  my  feeling  that,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  item  had  come  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  the  form  of  a  supplemental 
request  and  that  the  hearings  them¬ 
selves  did  not  produce  sufiicient  testi¬ 
mony  on  which  to  support  the  $7  mil¬ 
lion  figure,  the  budget  request  should 
come  up  again  and  go  through  the  nor¬ 
mal  channels  and  go  before  the  regular 
appropriations  subcommittees  in  the  two 
Houses  handling  the  particular  item,  so 
that  they  might  exercise  their  considered 
judgment  thereon  after  eliciting  what¬ 
ever  testimony  they  might  be  able  to 
secure  in  justification  thereof. 

The  result  was  that  the  House  yielded 
insofar  as  the  Senate  position  was  con¬ 
cerned  anent  the  $7.2  million,  and  the 
Senate  was  forced  to  yield  in  conection 
with  the  smaller  amount.  The  slate  was 
wiped  clean,  and  no  money  was  included. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  implicit 
in  what  the  Senator  has  said  is  that 
the  House  position  wa^  in  substance  that 
if  any  appropriation  was  to  be  made, 
they  wanted  it  to  be  made  for  the  en¬ 
dowment  of  $7.24  million. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  again  correct. 

Mr.  SPONG.  I  think  the  record  should 
show  that  until  the  endowment  is  ap¬ 
propriated,  and  as  a  result  of  the  lack 
of  action  by  the  corierence,  these  two 
institutions  for  the  time  being  will  not 
be  able  to  expand  programs  in  nutrition, 
child  care,  consumer  education,  and  oth¬ 
er  aspects  of  family  living  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  as  well  as  enviromnental 
science  programs  and  mechanical  arts 
programs  of  which  I  already  have 
spoken. 

I  think  the  expansion  of  these  pro¬ 
grams,  particularly  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  are  vital  at  this  time.  I  was  glad 
to  hear  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
say  that  he  felt  that  in  the  regular  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  take  place  before  the  proper 
Appropriations  Committees,  the  entire 
$7.24  million  will  again  be  considered. 


But  I  feel  that  these  programs  shoifld  be 
expanded  in  the  District.  I  thhik  they  are 
needed.  I  think  we  are  shortsighted  when 
we  appropriate  money  for  food  stamps 
and  food  programs,  without  recognizing 
that  nutrition,  education,  and  these  very 
expansion  programs  are  necessary.  I 
hope  that  Congress  will  see  fit  to  provide 
for  the  full  endowment  in  the  1970 
budget. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  for  reviewing  this  matter  with  me. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wish  to  make  one  slight  correc¬ 
tion,  not  necessarily  in  the  Senator’s  re¬ 
marks,  but  perhaps  in  my  own. 

If  I  said  that  the  item  “will  be  con¬ 
sidered’’  in  the  1970  budget,  I  do  not  think 
that  is  a  precise  statement.  I  am  not  sure 
that  it  was  included  in  fiscal  year  1970 
budget  estimates  that  were  sent  to  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  President.  I  am  just  not 
knowledgeable  in  that  regard.  But  if  an 
estimate  has  not  yet  been  sent  up,  the 
Senator  can,  of  course,  ask  the  President 
to  send  up  such  a  request.  If  the  Presi¬ 
dent  does  not  accede  to  that  request,  and 
if  there  is  no  budget  estimate  before  the 
Congress  for  this  item,  the  Senator  can 
approach  the  Appropriations  Committee 
in  the  Senate  and  ask  that  it  insert  the 
money. 

May  I  say  that  I  hold  no  particular 
prejudice  against  this  item,  and  it  will 
not  come  before  my  suboommittee,  if  it 
does  come  up  in  the  regular  1970  request. 
I  have  no  prejudice  against  this  item, 
per  se.  I  did  not  feel  that  it  had  been 
justified  in  the  hearings.  Perhaps  that 
was  partly  my  own  fault;  perhaps  I 
should  have  asked  for  additional  testi¬ 
mony  on  it. 

Nevertheless,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the 
able  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Spong) 
will  continue  in  his  efforts  until  he  suc¬ 
ceeds.  I  am  sure  he  will  do  everything  he 
possibly  can,  and  I  commend  his  on  his 
unflagging  devotion  to  this  cause. 

Mr.  SPONG.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  that  upon  reviewing  the 
record  of  the  testimony  before  the  Senate 
subcommittee,  I  can  only  agree  with  him 
that  there  was  a  lack  of  proper  informa¬ 
tion  upon  which  the  Senate  should  act. 
But  the  fact  remains  that  this  money  in 
lieu  of  land  has  been  authorized  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  the  status  of  this  college.  These 
programs  have  been  outlined  and 
planned,  and  as  a  result  of  this,  they 
cannot  go  forward,  and  they  all  badly 
need  it.  Whether  through  the  endow¬ 
ment  or  otheiTvise,  I  shall  continue 
wherever  I  can  to  see  that  something  is 
done  about  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  know 
the  Senator  will  do  that.  I  know  he  is  dis¬ 
appointed  at  the  action  of  the  conferees, 
but  I  am  confident  that  if  this  item  can 
be  justified,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
will  see  that  it  is  so  justified. 

Mr.  SPONG.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  it 
should  happen  not  to  go  bef  ore  the  regu¬ 
lar  subcommittees  as  a  result  of  a  budget 
estimate  submitted,  and  if  it  should 
come  again  before  this  suboommittee 
duiing  the  fall,  I  can  assure  the  Senator 
that  there  will  be  ample  testimony  taken 
on  it;  and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  will 


be  given  an  opportunity  to  appear  before 
my  subcommittee  and  present  the  facts 
which  he  has  been  able  to  develop,  and 
which  reveal  so  much  resourcefulness 
and  effort  on  his  part. 

I  commend  him.  He  has  temporarily 
lost  a  battle.  But  if  I  know  my  man,  I 
think  he  will  win  the  final  and  decisive 
battle  when  the  time  comes. 

Mr.  SPONG.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  urge  that  the  conference  report 
be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confei'ence 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendments  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  6  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment,  insert:  “$500,000”. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  7  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and  con¬ 
cur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert:  “$1,500,000”. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  8  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment,  insert:  “$2,000,000”. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  40  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment,  insert:  “$7,500,000”. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  42  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “$3,920,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended  for  annual  interest  grants  author¬ 
ized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90- 
575,  approved  October  16,  1968)  :  Provided, 
That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  ‘Community  mental  health 
resource  support,’  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 :  Provided  further.  That  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  an¬ 
nual  Interest  grants  authorized  by  section 
306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  90-575,  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any 
institution  of  higher  education  unless  such 
institution  is  in  full  compliance  with  sec¬ 
tion  504  of  such  Act. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  90  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  in¬ 
serted  by  said  amendment,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“Sec.  401  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
(budget  outlays)  of  the  Federal  Government 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970, 
shall  not  exceed  $191,900,000,000:  Provided, 
That  whenever  action,  or  Inaction,  by  the 
Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and 
other  budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the 
President’s  recommendations  reflected  in  the 
‘Review  of  the  1970  Budget’  appearing  on 
pages  E2993-2996  of  the  Congressional  Record 
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of  April  16,  1969,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect 
of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expenditures 
and  net  lending  (budget  outlays),  and  the 
limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  corre¬ 
spondingly  adjusted;  Provided  further.  That 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
shall  repost  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  of 
other  actions  by  the  Congress  (whether  ini¬ 
tiated  by  the  President  or  the  Congress)  and 
the  limitation  set  forth  herein  shall  be  cor¬ 
respondingly  adjusted:  Provided  further. 
That  net  congressional  actions  or  inactions 
affecting  expenditures  and  net  lending  re- 
■flected  in  the  ‘Review  of  the  1970  Budget’ 
shall  not  serve  to  reduce  the  foregoing 
limitation  of  $191,900,000,000  unless  and  un¬ 
til  such  actions  or  inactions  resrilt  in  a  net 
reduction  of  $1,000,000,000  below  total  ex¬ 
penditures  and  net  lending  estimated  for 
1970  in  the  ‘Review  of  the  1970  Budget’. 

"(b)(1)  In  the  event  the  President  shall 
estimate  and  determine  that  expenditures 
and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  during  the 
fiscal  year  1970  for  the  following  items  (the 
expenditures  for  which  arise  under  appropri¬ 
ations  or  other  authority  not  requiring  an¬ 
nual  action  by  the  Congress)  appearing  on 
page  16  of  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 
(H.  Doc.  91-15,  part  1,  Ninety-first  Congress), 
namely : 

"(i)  items  designated  ‘Social  security.  Med¬ 


icare,  and  other  social  insurance  trust 
funds’; 

“(ii)  the  appropriation  ‘National  service 
life  Insurance  (trust  fund)’  included  in  the 
items  in  the  ‘Review  of  the  1970  budget’, 
pensation,  and  insurance’; 

‘‘(iii)  the  item ‘Interest’;  and 
“(iv)  the  item  ‘Farm  price  supports  (Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation)’ 
will  exceed  the  estimates  Included  for  such 
items  in  the  ‘Review  of  the  1970  budget’, 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  hereof,  the 
President  may,  after  notification  in  writing 
to  the  Congress  stating  his  reasons  therefor, 
adjust  accordingly  the  amount  of  the  overall 
limitation  provided  in  subsection  (a). 

‘‘(2)  In  the  event  the  President  shall  es¬ 
timate  and  determine  that  receipts  (credited 
against  expenditures  and  net  lending)  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1970  derived  from: 

"(1)  sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs 
administered  by  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  Veterans’  Administration,  and  the 
Small  Business  Administration;  and 
‘‘(li)  leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf  will  be  less  than  the  estimates 
included  for  such  items  in  the  ‘Review  of 
the  1970  Budget’  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  hereof,  the  President  may,  after  notifica¬ 
tion  in  writing  to  the  Congress  stating  his 
reasons  therefor,  adjust  accordingly  the 
amount  of  the  overall  limitation  provided  in 
subsection  (a). 
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‘‘(3)  The  aggregate  amount  of  the  adjust¬ 
ments  made  pursuant  to  paragraphs  ( 1 )  and 
(2)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

“(c)  ‘The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  shall  report  periodically  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of 
this  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act;  subsequent  reports  shall  be  made  at  the 
end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first 
session  of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter  thereafter.” 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in 
the  amendments  of  the  House  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered  6, 
7,  8,  40,  42,  and  90. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
tabulation  which  reflects  the  budget  es¬ 
timates,  the  House  and  Senate  allow¬ 
ances,  and  the  conference  action  on  the 
amounts  in  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


SECOND  SUI’PLEME.M’AL,  1909  (II.R.  11400) 

C0MP.\HATfVE  ST.A.TEMENT  OF  NeW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATION.1L)  AUTHORITV  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 

TITLE  I — MILITARY  OPERATION.S  I.N  SOUTHEA.ST  .ASIA 


Version  of  bill 

II.  Doc.  No. 

Department  or  activity 

B  udget  estimate 

House 

Senate 

('onfoiviiee 

DEPART.MENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 

Military  Personnel 

91-94 . . 

91-94 _ _ 

91  y4_  _ _ 

...  Militai'y  Dersonnel.  Annv.. . 

...  Military  personnel.  Navv _ _ 

. . .  Military  personnel.  Air  Force . 

$136,  290,  000 
21, 500,  000 
146,  000,  000 

$110,  000,  000 

14,  500, 000 
115,  000,  000 

$110, 000, 000 
21,  500,  000 
146,  000,  000 

$110,  000,000 
21,  ,500,000 
146,  000,  000 

Total,  military  persomiel . 

303,  700,  000 

239,  500,  000 

277,  500,  000 

277,  500,  000 

Operation  and  M.aintenance 

91-94  . 

91 -.50,.  . . 

-  .  Operation  and  maintenance.  Army.. 

...  Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps  . 

Bu  transfer _ _ 

144,  600,  000 
24,  300,  000 

96,  310,  000 

15,  390,  000 

96,  310,  000 

15,  390,  000 

90,  310,  000 
15,  390,  000 

9194  .  . 

.  Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force 

307,  300,  000 

242,  700,  000 

242,  700,  000 

242,  700,  000 

Total,  operation  and  maintenance... 

Bn  transfer... . 

476,  200,  000 

354,  400,  000 

354,  400,  000 
(8,910,000).. 

354,  400,  000 

PROCUREMENT 

■ 

91  94  .. 

, . .  Procm-ement  of  equipment  and  missiles,  Army 

717,  000,  000 

640, 100,  000 

640, 100,  000 

640,  100,  000 

Total,  title  I,  military  operations  in  Southeast  Asia,  Department  of 

Defense,  military . 

By  transfer . 

1,  496,  900,  000 

1,234,000,000 

1,  272,  000,  000 

I,  272,  000,  000 

TITLE  n 

CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 


91  94  _ 

.  Salaries  and  expenses . . . 

$1, 400,  000 

$1,  400,  000 

$1,  400,  000 

$1 . 400,  000 

91-94.  ,  . 

Extension  Service 

. Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses 

218,  000 

218,000 

218,  000 

218,000 

S.  Doc.  91-18 . 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
. Flood  prevention . . . 

4,  000,000  ... 

4,  000,  000 

4,000,000 

91  .50 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

-  SuKai’  Act  program . . . 

7,  500,  000 

7,500,000 

7,  500,  000 

7,500,000 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Emergency  credit  revolving  fund . . . 

(Language) 

(Language) 

(Language) 

Total,  chapter  I:  New  budget  (obligational)  authority . 

13, 118,  000 

9, 118,  000 

13, 118,  000 

13, 118, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  ii — Continued 


Vereion  of  bill 

r  _ 

II.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity  Budget  estimate  House  Senate  Conference 


CHAPTER  II 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
Military  Personnel 


91-50 

91-94 

91-50 


91-50. 

91-50. 


91-50 


91-50. 


Reserve  personnel,  Navy . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — tnidgel  antliorily _ 

Reserve  pereonnel,  Marine  Corps . . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority _ 

Retired  pay.  Defense . . . . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . 

Total,  militai’y  personnel. . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance,  Navy . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — bredget  authority _ 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine  Corps _ 

By  transfer _ _ _ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority. .  _ _ _ _ 

By  transfer _ 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Army  National  Guard _ 

By  transfer _ _ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . 

By  transfer . . . . . . 

Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  National  Guard _ 

By  transfer. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above)  budget  authority _ 

Total,  operation  and  maintenance . . . . . 

By  transfer . . . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above). 

Budget  authority _ _ _ _ _ 

By  transfer . . . . . 

Total,  chapter  II: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority . . . 

By  transfer . . . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) : 

Budget  authority . . . . . . 

By  transfer . . . . . 

CHAPTER  HI 


$8,  500,  000 
(3,500,000) 
6, 800,  000 
(1,600,000) 
175, 000, 000 
(IS,  000, 000) 


190,  300,  OOO 

(18, 100, 000) 


$4,150,000 
(5, 150, 000) 
4, 500,  000 
(800, 000) 
175,0(KI,  000 
(13,000,000) 


183,  650,  000 
(16, 950, 000) 


>  26, 100,  OOO 
(36, 100, 000) 

4,  600,  000 

20, 000,  000 
(30,000,000) 
3, 600, 000 

(4,600,000) 

(3,600,000) 

13,  000,  000 

10,  000,  000 

(7,000,000) 

(6,000,000) 

15,  682,  000 

8,  800,  000 

(6,  683, 000) 

(5,  300, 000) 

59,  382,  000  42,  400,  000 


(J4, 933, 000)  (SI  800, 000) 


249,  682,  000  226,  050,  000 


(63, 083, 000)  (51, 750, 000) 


$4, 150,  009 
(.S,  ISO,  000) 
6, 400,  0(.K) 
(1,600, 000) 
175,  000,  000 
(13,000,000) 


185,  550, 000 
(17,750, 000) 


20, 000,  000 
(30,  000,  000) 
3, 600,  000 
(1,000,000) 


(.?,  600, 000) 
(1,000,000) 
10,  000,  OtH) 
(S,  000,000) 


(6,000, 000) 
(I,  600,  000) 
8,  800,  000 
(5, 377,  000) 
(5,  300,  000) 


42,  400,  000) 
(9,  377, 000) 

(Si,  800,  000) 
(3,  600, 000) 


227,  950,  000 
(9, 377,  000) 

(53,  550,  000) 
(3,  600, 000) 


$4, 1.50,  000 
(3, 150,  0')0) 
5, 450,  000 
(1,300,000) 
175, 000,  (XX) 
(1S,000,000\ 


184,  600,000 
(17, 350, 000) 


20,  000,  OfXl 
(30,000,009) 
3,  6IK),  000 
(500, 000) 

(3,600,000) 
(500,0/)0) 
10,  000,  000 
(1,500, 000) 

(6,000,000) 
(800, 000) 
8,  800,  000 
(3, 000,  OOO) 
(5,  300,  OOO) 


42,  400,  OOO 

(4, 000,  000) 

(34, 800,  000) 
(1,300,000) 


227,  000,  000 

(,(,  000, 000) 

(53,  ISO,  000) 
(1,300,  000) 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 


91-50 _ _ _ Federal  payment  to  the  District  of  Columbia _ _  .  11,000,000  10,365,000  10,365,000  10,36.5,000 

91-50 _  Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay _ _ _  18,736,000  Not  considered  18,736,000  _ _ _ 


91-50. 

91-99. 

91-50. 

91-99. 

91-99. 

91-99. 

91-50. 


Total,  Federal  funds . . . . 

29,736,000 

10, 365, 000 

29, 101,  000 

10, 365,000 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FUNDS 

General  operating  expenses  ..  . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . . . 

Public  safety... . . . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . . . 

Education. . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . . . . 

Health  and  welfare . . . . . . . '.... 

Increased  pay  costs  (reallocations)  (included  above) — budget  authority _ 

Sanitary  engineering . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (reclassifications)  (included  above) — budget  authority _ 

Settlement  of  claims  and  suits... . . . . 

Capital  outlay _ _ _ .■ . . . . . 

1,070,000 
(940,000) 
10,457,000 
(8,098,000) 
$13,  931,  000 
(13,085,000) 
111,000 
(111,000) 
353,000 
(353, 000) 
50,000 
18,736,000 

975,000 
(845, 000) 
10,034,000 
(8, 098, 000) 
$13,  931,  000 
(13,  085, 000) 
111,000 
(111,000) 
353,000 
(353,  000) 
50,000 

Not  considered 

975,000 
(845, 000) 
10,034,000 
(8,098,000) 

$13,  931,  000 
(IS,  086,  000) 
111,000 
(111,000) 

353, 000 
(353,  000) 
50,000 

18,736,000  _ 

975,  000 
(845,000) 
10,034,000 
(8,098, 000) 
13,  934, 009 
(13, 085,  000) 
111,000 
(111,000) 
353,  000 
(353, 000) 
50,000 

Total,  District  of  Columbia  funds . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority  * . 

44, 607, 000 
(33,486,000) 

35, 353, 000 
(33,391,000 

44,  089, 000 
(33,391,000 

35, 358, 000 
(33,391,000) 

Total,  chapter  III,  new  budget  (obligational)  authority . 

29,736,000 

10,  36.5,  000 

29, 101,  OOO 

10,  305,  000 

CHAPTER  IV 


FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 


91-50. 


S.  Doc.  91-19. 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

SOCIAL  and  REHABmiTATION  SERVICE 

Assistance  to  refugees  in  the  United  States . . . . 

(Cuban  refugee  program.) 

By  transfer _ _ , . . . 

By  transfer — increased  pay  costs . . . . . 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 

Subscription  to  the  International  Development  Association . 

Total,  chapter  IV : 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority . . . . . . 

By  transfer _ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

By  transfer . . . . . . - . — . 


2,853,000  2,700,000  . . . 

I  (3, 700,  000) 

(¥8,000)  (33,000)  (35,000) 


160,000,000  .  160,000,000 


162, 853,  000  2,  700,  000  160, 000,  000 

(38,000)  (35,000)  (3,735,000) 

(38,000)  (35,000)  (35,000) 


*  (3, 700, 000) 
(35,000) 


160, 000, 000 


160,  000,  (too 
(3,735,000) 

(35,000) 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  II — continued 


n.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity 


Version  of  bill 

Budget  estimate  House  Senate  Conference 


CHAPTER  V 

EXECP’TR'E  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 


91-94 . .  Salaries  and  expenses,  telecommunications . . . .  . .  $177,000  $500,000  $777,000  $500,000 


FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

91-94 . 

Disaster  Relief 

. . Disaster  relief .  . . . . . . . 

35, 000, 000 

35, 000,  000 

35,  000, 000 

35. 000,  OOO 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

_ 

Federal  Trade  Coxi.missio.n 

- 

91-94 . . 

. Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . 

Release  of  Fuhlic  Law  90-364  reserves . . . . . 

Jncreased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authoTity . . . . . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

650,000 

(81,000) 

(500,000) 
(it,  000) 

600,000 

(81,000) 

(600, 000) 

(it,  000) 

.  600,000 
(81,000) 

(600,000) 
(i 1,000) 

600,000) 

(81,000 

(600,000) 
(i 1,000) 

Total . . . . . - . - . 

(Bit,  000) 

(5il,000) 

(Bit,  000) 

(Bit,  000) 

National  Science  Foundation 

91-50-.. . 

. . . .Salaries  and  exi)e7>ses .  ..  . . . 

‘Language  ... 

Language  . 

Selective  Service  Systexi 

91-50 . 

.  Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . . . . 

3, 139, 000 
(i,tS9,000) 

2,573,000 
a,  139,000) 

3, 139, 000 
(i, 139,000) 

2,850,000 
a,  850, 000) 

Veterans’  Administration 

91-50  and  S. 
91-50  and  S. 
91-50  and  S. 

Doc.  91-18..  Compensation  and  pensions . . . . . . . 

Doc.  91-18..  Readjustment  benellts . . . . . . . . . . . .: . 

Doc.  91-18..  Medical  care . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves  . . . 

276,  600,  000 

89, 200, 000 

53, 800,  000 
(lS,t67,000) 

179, 000,  000 

14,  200,  000 

46, 189,  000 
(16,167,000) 

276, 600, 000 
89,  200, 000 
53,800,000 
(16, 167, 000) 

296,  600,  000 
89,  200,  000 
53, 800,  000 
(16, 167,  000) 

Jncreased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . . . . . 

Release  of  reserti^s . .  . . . . 

(39,008,000) 

(16,167,000) 

(31,395,000) 

(16, 167, 000) 

(39, 008, 000) 
(15,187,000) 

(39, 008, 000) 
(16, 167, 000) 

91-50 . 

Total.... . - . . . . . 

.  General  operating  expenses . . . . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (including  above) — budget  authority. . . . 

(64, 173, 000) 

/2,  600,  000 
(7, 900, 000) 

(46,  B6i,  000) 

.2,  000, 000 
(7,900,000) 

(64, 173, 000) 
12,  000,  000 
(7,900,000) 

(64, 173, 000) 
12, 000,  000 
(7,  900, 000) 

Total,  Veterans’  Administration . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . . 

432, 100,  000 
(16, 167, 000) 

251,  389,  000 
(16, 167, 000) 

431,  600,  000 
(16, 167, 000) 

431,  600,  OOO 
(15,167, 000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

(46,906,000) 
(15, 167, 000) 

(39,i95,000) 

(15, 167, 000) 

(48,908,000) 

(16,167,000) 

(46,906,000) 

(16,167,000) 

Total . - . . . 

(6i,  073, 000) 

(64, 46i,  000) 

(6i,  073, 000) 

(6g,  073, 000) 

91-50 _ 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Mortgage  Credit 

. . . Ilomeownership  and  rental  housing  assistance  (annual  coi\tract  authorizations, 

increase  in  limitations): 

Ilomeownership  assistance . 

Rental  housing  assistance . . 

(60, 000, 000) 
(50,000,000) 

(40, 000, 000) 

(40, 000, 000) 

(50, 000,  000) 
(50, 000, 000) 

(46, 000,  000) 
(45, 000, 000) 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assist.ance 

91-50 _ 

91-50 . 

. .  College  housing  (annual  contract  authorization,  increase  in  limitation). . 

. . .  Low-rent  public  housing  annual  contributions: 

1968  . 

1969  . 

(4,600,000) 

7, 168,  000 

16,  000,  000 

a,  500,000) 

7, 168, 000 

16, 000, 000 

(i,  500, 000) 

7, 168, 000 
16, 000,  000 

a,  500, 000) 

7, 168, 000 
16, 000, 000 

Total,  renewal  and  housing  assistance . . . 

23, 168, 000 

23, 168,  000 

23, 168,  000 

23, 168,  000 

Departmental  Manaoesient 


91-50 

91-50 


Payment  of  participation  sales  insufficiencies . . . . .  4,836,000 

Fair  housing  program . . . . . .  2,000,000  . . i,'666,’o66 


Total,  departmental  management . . 

1,000,000  _ 

Total  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development: 

1968. . . . . . 

1909 . 

7, 168,  000 

16,  000,  000 

7, 168, 000 

17,  000,  000 

7. 168,  000 

Total . 

23, 168, 000 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in  limitations  . 

.  (104, 600, 000) 

(81,500,000) 

(lOi,  500,000) 

(90,000,000) 

Total,  chapter  V; 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968 . 

7, 168,  000 

1969 . 

Total . . . 

493,  718,  000 
(92,600,000) 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in  limitations. 
Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . 

.  (104',60d’,000) 

(8i,  BOO,  000) 
(16,  i48, 000) 

{102,500,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ 

(41, 934, 000) 
(16,183,000) 

(49, 645, 000) 

(16, 188, 000) 

(49,646,000) 

(15,188,000) 

(64. 70S,  000)  {67,lSi.000)  (64,7SS.O00)  (64,733,000) 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  It — Continued 


Version  of  bill 

H.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity  B udget  estimate  House  Senate  Conference 


CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  op  Land  Management 


91-94 . . . . 

Management  of  land  and  resources  . . 

By  transfer . . . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves . . . . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves  (and  transfer  hereto) . 

$10, 410, 000 
(1,628, 000) 
(275,  000) 
(175, 000) 

$10, 410,  000 
(1,628,000) 
(275, 000) 
(175,000) 

$10,410,000 

(1,628,000) 

(275,000) 

(175,000) 

$10,  410,  000 
(1,628,000) 
(275, 000) 
(175,000) 

By  transfer . . . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . i . 

(1,178,000) 
(450, 000) 

(1,178,000) 

(450,000) 

(1,178,000) 

(450,000) 

(1,178,000) 

(450,000) 

Total .  . 

(1,628,000) 

(1,628,000) 

(1,828,000) 

(1,828,000) 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

S.  Doc.  91-18 . 

91-94 . . . 

.  Education  and  welfare  services . 

.  Resources  management  . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves.,. . . . 

2,781,000  ... 
2,  769,  000 
{4B6,000) 

2,  769,  000 
(426,000) 

2,  781,  000 

2,  700, 000 
(428, 000) 

2,  781,  000 

2,  700,  000 
(426, 000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Bxtdget  authority . . • . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . .  ' 

(1,619, 000) 
(426,000) 

(1,619,  OOO) 
(426,  OOO) 

(1,819,000) 

(426, 000) 

(1,819,000) 

(428,000) 

Total . . .  . . . 

(2,045,000) 

(2,045, 000) 

(2,045,000) 

(2,045,000) 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

91-94 . 

.  Land  and  water  conservation: 

Repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund . 

Liquidation  of  obligations  out  of  the  Land  and  IVater  Conservation  Fund.. 

(19, 000,000) 
(19,000,000) 

(19, 000,000) ... 
(19, 000,000) 

(19,000,000) 

(19,000,000) 

Office  of  Territories 

S.  Doc.  91-18 . . 

950,000  ... 

950,000 

950,000 

Geological  Survey 

1-94  and  S.  Doc.  91-18... 

.  Surveys,  investigations,  and  research . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority .  . 

2,  242,  000 
(1,792, 000) 

2,  092,  000 
(1,792,  000) 

2, 242,  000 
(1,792,000) 

2,242,000 

(1,792,000) 

Bureau  of  Mines 

91-18. . 

91-50 . . 

.  Health  and  .safety . . .  . . . 

.  Helium  fund  (borrowing  authorization) . . . 

750,000  ... 
10,  000,  000 

6,  000,  000 

750,000 
.  10,  000,  000 

750,000 
10,  000,  000 

Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

91-50... _ _ 

.  Salaries  and  expenses . .  .. 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above)— budget  authority  . 

123,000 

(48,000) 

48,000 

(48,000) 

,  48,000 

(48,000) 

48,  000 
(48, 000) 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

91-50 . . 

Payment  to  Fishermen’s  Protective  Fund  . . . 

,60,000 

60,000 

60,000 

60,000 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

91-04 . . . . 

Management  and  investigations  of  resources . . . . 

1,  353,  000 
(139,  OOO) 
400,000 

1,  353,  000 
(139, 000) 
200,000 

1, 353, 000 
(139, 000) 

400,  000 

1,  353,  000 
(139,  000) 
400,  000 

91-94... . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . . . 

Construction . ,  . . . : . 

Total,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife . . .  . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  BOSGJ^  reserves . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

1,  753,  000 
(tS9,  000) 

(1, 103, 000) 
(139, 000) 

1,  5.53,  000 
(139,  000) 

(1, 103,  000) 
(139, 000) 

1,  753,  000 
(139, 000) 

(1, 103, 000) 

(139, 000) 

1,  753,  000 
(139,  000) 

(1, 103,  000) 
(139, 000) 

Total _ _ _ _  _ _ 

(1, 242,  000) 

(1, 242,  000) 

(1, 242, 000) 

(1, 242, 000) 

National  Park,  Service 

91-94. . . . 

Management  and  protection.  ..  .  . . 

Release  of  Public  Laio  90-S64  reserves . . 

2, 479,  000 
(195, 000) 

2,  479,  000 
{195,  000) 

2,  366,  000 
(195,000) 

2.  'm,  000 
{196.000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . . . 

Release  of  reserves . 

(1, 679,  000) 
(196,  000) 

(1,  879,  000) 
(196, 000) 

(1,  679,  000) 
(195,  000) 

(1, 679,  000) 
(195,  000) 

\  Total . : . . . . . 

(1, 874,  000) 

(1,  874, 000) 

(1,  874, 000) 

(1,  874,  OOO) 

91-50  and  S.  Doc.  91-18. 

.  Construction . . . . . . . 

1, 103,  000 

100, 000 

1, 103,  000 

1, 103,000 

Total,  National  Park  Service . . . . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. . 

3,  582, 000 
(m,  000) 

2,  579,  000 
{195, 000) 

3, 469,  000 
{196,000) 

3, 409.  000 
{195,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority. . . . . . . . . . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ _ ■ . . . 

(1,679,000) 
(196, 000) 

(1, 679, 000) 
(195, 000) 

(1,679,000) 
(195, 000) 

(1,679,000) 
(195, 000) 

Total . 

(1,874,000) 

(1,874,000) 

(1,874,000) 

(1,574,000) 

• 

Total,  Department  of  the  Interior . . . . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . . . . . . 

By  transfer . . . . . 

Liquidation  cash . . . . . 

35,  420, 000 
(1,210,000) 

(1, 628, 000) 

(19, 000, 000) 

24,511,000 

(1,210,000) 

(1,628,000) 

(19,000,000) 

35, 163, 000 
(1,210,000) 
(1,828,000) 

(19, 000, 000) 

36, 153,  (KK) 
(1,210,000) 
(1,628,000) 
(19,000,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority _ _ _ 

Release  of  reserves _ 

By  transfer _ .' _ _ _ 

(6,241,000) 

(1,210,000) 

(1,178,000) 

(8,241,000) 

(1,210,000) 

(1,178,000) 

(8,241,000) 

(1,210,000) 

(1,178,000) 

(6,241,000) 

(1,210,000) 

(1,178,000) 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

(8, 629, 000) 

(8,629,000) 

(8,829,000) 

(8,629,000) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  II — continued 


V'ersion  of  bill 


II.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity 


Budget  estimate  House  Senate  Conferenc 


CHAPTER  VI— Continued 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Service 


01-94 


01-50. 


©1-94 


01-94 . 

01-50 . . 

91-60 . 

01-15 . . 

01-50 . . 

01-50 . 

B.  Doc.  19-18. 


Forest  protection  and  utilization; 

Forest  land  management . . . ' . . . 

Forest  research . . . . 

State  and  private  forestry  cooperation . . . , . . . 

Release  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves . . 

Increased  pay  costs  Occluded  above) — budget  authority . . . 

$25,  028,  000 

1,  564,  000 
124,  000 
(1,676,000) 
(6,933,000) 

$25,  028, 000 

1,  564,  000 

124,  000 
(1,676,000) 
(6,933,000) 

$24, 374,  000. 

1,  564, 000 
124,000 
(1,676,000) 

(6, 933, 000) 

$24,  374,  000 

1,  564,  000 
124,  000 
(/,  676, 000) 
(6, 933, 000) 

Total,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S6J,  reserves . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority . 

26,  716,  000 
(1,876,000) 
(6,932,000) 

26,  716,  000 
(1, 676,  000) 

(6, 933, 000) 

26, 062,  000 
(1,676,000) 
(6,933,000) 

26,  062,  000 
(1,676,000 
(6,953,000) 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND 

THE  HUMANITIES 

- 

Salaries  and  expenses - - - - - -  - - -  . 

3,  000,  000 

3,  000,  000 

3,  000,  000 

3,  000,  000 

Total,  chapter  VI: 

New  budget  (ohligational)  authority . . .  . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves- . . - . . 

By  transfer^  . ; . 

Liquidation  cash . 

65, 136,  COO 
(2,  886,  000) 

(I,  038,  000) 
(19,  000,  000) 

54,  227,  000 
(*,  886, 000) 

(1,  638, 000) 
(19,  000,  OOO) 

64,  225,  000 
(3,  886,  000) 
(1,638,000) 
(19,  000, 000) 

64,  225,  000 
(3, 886, 000) 
(1,  838,  000) 
(19,000,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority .  . . .  ...  .  _ 

Release  of  reserves _  _  ..  ..  ..  _ _ _ _ 

By  transfer . . . 

(13, 173,  000) 
(1,310,000) 

(1, 178, 000) 

(IS,  173,  000) 

(1,  310,  000) 
(1,178,000) 

(13, 17S,  000) 
(1,310,000) 
(1,178,000) 

(13, 173, 000) 
(1, 310, 000) 
(1, 178,  000) 

Total. . .  .  . . . . .  . 

(IS,  561, 000) 

(15, 561, 000) 

(15,  561, 000) 

(15,561,000) 

CHAPTER  VII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Bureau  of  E.mplotment  Security 

■ 

Uncnliiloyment  compensation  for  Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen... 

20, 000, 000 

20, 000, 000 

20, 000,  000 

20, 000, 000 

Manpower  Administration 

Manpower  Development  and  Training  Activities _ _ _  _ _ 

10,  000, 000 

7, 500, 000 

Wage  and  Labor  Standards 

BUREAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 

Employees’  compensation  claims  and  expenses .  . . . . . 

15,  900, 000 

15,  900, 000 

16, 900,  000 

15, 900, 000 

Total,  Department  of  Labor. . . . 

35, 900, 000 

35, 900, 000 

45, 900, 000 

43, 400, 000 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

— 

OFncE  OF  Education 

Higher  educational  activities _ _ _ _ 

By  transfer _ _ _ _  _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — by  transfer . . 

11, 161,000 
(160, 000) 
(160, 000) 

11, 161,  000 
(160, 000) 
(160, 000) 

20,280,000 
(160, 000) 
(160, 000) 

3,  920,  000 
(160, 000) 
(180, 000) 

Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENERAL 

Compi-ehcnsivc  healtli  planning  and  services; 

By  transfer .  . . .  ... 

Release  of  Public  Law  90~S6i  reserves 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above)) — release  of  reserves... 

District  of  Columbia  Medical  Facilities .  . . 

»  (9, 186, 000) 
(393,000) 

■  (138, 000) 

15,  000,  000 

«  (9, 186,000) 
(393, 000) 
(138, 000) 
15,000,000  ... 

«  (9, 188, 000) 
(393, 000) 
(138,000) 

‘  (9, 156,  OOP) 
(393,  000) 
(128,000) 
15,  000,  000 

Soci.AL  AND  Rehabilitation  Service 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance . 

Assistance  lor  repatriated  United  States  Nationals . . 

651,  546,  000 
100,000 

’651,546,000 

100,000 

651,  546,  000 
100,000 

251,  546,  000 
100,  (X» 

Social  Security  Administration 

Salaries  and  expenses  (increase  in  limitation) . . . . . 

(16,500,000)... 

(31, 300, 000) 

(31, 300,  000) 

Total,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . . . . 

By  limitation  increase _ ....  . . . . 

By  transfer . . . . .  .  . 

Increased  pay  costs: 

Release  of  reserves . . 

By  transfer . 

677,  807,  000 
(393,  000) 
(16,500,000)... 
-  (9,340,000) 

(138,000) 
(160, 000) 

677,  807,  000 
(393,  000) 

(9,  346, 000) 

(138, 000) 
(160, 000) 

671,  926,  000 
(393,  000) 

(31, 300, 000) 

(9, 346, 000) 

(138,000) 
(160, 000) 

670,  566,  000 
(393, 000) 
(31,300,000) 
(9, 346,  000) 

(138,  000) 
(160,  000) 

Total . . . . . 

(388, 000) 

(388,  OOO) 

(388, 000) 

(388,  000) 

Total,  chapter  VH: 

New  budget  (ohligational)  authority . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. 

By  transfer . . 

By  limitation  Increase.  . . 

713,  707,  OOO 
(393,000) 
(9,346,000) 
(16,500,000) 

713,  707, 000 
(393, 000) 
(9,346,000) 

717, 826, 000 
(393, 000) 
(9,346,000) 

(31, 300, 000) 

(138, 000) 
(160, 000) 

•  713,966,000 
(393,000) 
(9,346,000) 
(31, 300, 000) 

(138,000) 
(160, 000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

By  transfer . . . .  . 

(138, 000) 
(160, 000) 

(138,  OOO) 
(160, 000) 

Total . 

(388, 000) 

(388,000) 

(388,000) 

(388, 000) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  II— Continued 


Version  of  bill 


II.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity 


Budget  estimate  House  Senate  Conference 


CHAPTER  VHI 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 


Senate 


Gratuity  to  widow  of  deceased  Senator.. . . ■ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 

Administrative  and  clerical  assistants  to  Senators _ _ _ _ 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate  ^ 

91*94 .  Inquiries  and  investigations,  1968 _ _ _ _ _ _  $126,900  . . . . 

House  of  Representatives 

Gratuity  to  mother  of  a  deceased  Member _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  $30, 000 

Contingent  Expenses 


$30,000 

(Language) 


126, 900 


30,000 


$30,000 


(Language 


120, 900 

30,000 


Miscellaneous  items 


(Language)  (Language) 


(Language) 


Architect  of  the  Capitol 


'91-18 


91-21 


91-98 


91-98 


91-98 


91-98 


91-50. 


91-98. 


House  office  buildings _ _ 

Total,  chapter  VIII — New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968. . - . . . 

1909 . . . . 


CHAPTER  IX 
PUBLIC  WORKS 
Department  of  the  Army 
corps  of  engineers— civil 

Flood  control  and  coastal  emergencies . . . . 

Atomic  Energy  Commission 

Plant  and  capital  equipment . . . . . . 

Total,  ch.  IX — New  budget  (obligational)  authority . 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general  administration _ _ _ 

Release  of  Public  Law  90~S64  reserves  (and  transfer  hereto)... 
Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority _ _ _ _ 

Release  of  reserves _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities . . . 

Release  of  Public  Imw  90-SGi  reserves  (and  transfer  hereto)... 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves _ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Antitrust  Division . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S64  reserves  (and  transfer  hereto)... 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority _ _ 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  U nited  States  attorneys  and  marshals . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . . . . 

Total,  legal  activities  and  general  administration _ 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves... . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . . . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . 


Federal  Prison  System 

Salaries  and  exiienses.  Bureau  of  Prisons . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. . 

Inacased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budgk  authority . 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

Support  of  U.S.  prisoners . . . . 

Total,  Federal  Prison  System . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . 


(Language) 

(Language) 

(Language) 

126, 900 

126, 900 
60,000 

126, 900 
60,000 

30,000 

25,000,000  _  25,000,000  25,000,000 

45,000,000  _  45,000,000  45,000,000 

70,000,000  _ _ 70,000,000  70,000,000 


127, 000 
(333,000) 

65,000 

(233,000) 

65,000 

(233,000) 

65, 000 
(233,000) 

(3S,  000) 
(m,  000) 

1,  667,  000 

(too,  000) 
(100, 000) 

(25,000) 
(233, 000) 
1,314,000 
(100,000) 
(100, 000) 

(25,000) 

(233,000) 

1, 277, 000 
(100, 000) 

(100, 000) 

(25,000) 
(233, 000) 
1, 277, 000 
(100,000) 
(100,000) 

(878,000) 
(200, 000) 
99,000 
(262, 000) 
(90, 000) 

(878,000) 
(200, 000) 
99,000 
(262,000) 
(90,000) 

(878, 000) 

(200, 000) 
99,000 
(262, 000) 

(90, 000) 

(878,000) 
(200,  OOU) 
99,000 
(262, 000) 
(90, 000) 

(5,000) 
(352, 000) 

2,  833,  000 
(150, 000) 

(5,000) 

(352,000) 

2,  505,  000 
(150, 000) 

(5, 000) 
(352,000) 

2,  505,  000 
(150, 000) 

(5. 000) 
(352, 000) 
2,  505,  000 
(150,000) 

(1,468, 000) 
(150, 000) 

(1,468,000) 

(150,000) 

(1, 468, 000) 

(150, 000) 

(1,468,000) 
(150, 000) 

4,  726,  000 
(935, 000) 

3, 983,  000 
(935, 000) 

3,  940,  000 
(935, 000) 

3,  946,  000 
(935,000) 

(2,376,000) 
(935, 000) 

•(2,376,000) 

(935,000) 

(2,376,000) 

(925,000) 

(2,376,000) 
(925, 000) 

(3, 311,000) 

(3,311,000) 

(3,311,000) 

(3, 311,000) 

2, 319,  000 
(250, 000) 

2, 319,  000 
(250, 000) 

2, 319,  000 
(250, 000) 

2,319,000 
{SSO,  000) 

(1,842,000) 
(250, 000) 

2,  500,  000 

(1,  842,  000) 

(250, 000) 

2,  500, 000 

(1,842,000) 

(250, 000) 

2,  500, 000 

(1, 842,  OOO) 
(250, 000) 
2,  500, 000 

4,819,000 
(250,  000) 

4, 819,  000 
(250, 000) 

4, 819»  000 
{£50, 000) 

4,819,000 
(250, 000) 

(1,842,000) 
(250, 000) 

(1,842,000) 

(250, 000) 

(1, 842,  000) 

(250, 000) 

(1,842,000) 
(250, 000) 

(2, 092, 000) 

(2,  092, 000) 

(2,  092, 000) 

(2, 092, 000) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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TITLE  II — Continued 


H.  Doc.  No. 


91-94 


0Ht4 


S.  Doc.  91-18. 


91-60. 


91-94 


91-94 


91-94 . 

91-60 . . 

S.  Doc.  91-18. 


91-60. 

91-94 


Version  of  bill 

Department  or  activity 

Budget  estimate 

House 

Senate 

Conference 

CHAPTER  X— Continued 

DEPARTMENT  OP  JUSTICE— Continued 

Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs 

.  Salaries  and  expenses . . .  . 

$1, 187,000 
{400, 000) 

{450,000) 
{400,  000) 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S6i  reserves  .. 

’(//On'  nnn^ 

{400, 000) 

{450, 000) 
{400, 000) 

{400,000) 

{450, 000) 
{400, 000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authoritv . 

Release  of  reserves . . . 

{450,000) 

{400, 000) 

Total . 

fR6n  nnn\ 

{850, 000) 

Total,  Department  of  Justice..  _ 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-S04  reserves  .. 

10, 967,  000 
(1  6RFi  nofh 

9, 989,  000 
0,585,000) 

9, 952, 000 

0, 686, 000) 

9, 952, 000 
{1,586,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authoritv . .  . 

Release  of  reserves  .  . . 

{4,668,000) 

0,585,000) 

{4,668,000) 

0, 585, 000) 

{4,668,000) 

{1,585,000) 

{4,668,000) 
{1, 585, 000) 

Total . . 

(6  mo) 

{6,  $53, 000) 

{6,  $53, 000) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Economic  Development  Assistance 

Operations  and  administration  {release  of  Public  Law  S64  reserves) 

>016,000) 

>016,000) 

>{116,000) 

>{116,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {incluAed  above) — release  of  reserves 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

016, 000) 

016,000) 

{116,000) 

{116,000) 

Salaries  and  expenses  (lanauaae  limitation) 

Maritime  Administration 

047,000)... 

{147,000) 

a 47, 000) 

State  marine  schools  {liquidation  of  obligations— bu  transfer) 

{SW,  000) 

{$10, 000) 

{$10,000) 

{$10, 000) 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 

. 

Printing  and  binding  Supreme  Court  reports: 

1969 . 

27,000 

10,000 

1968 . . .  . 

10,000 

Total,  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States . 

37,000 

37, 000 

37,000  ■ 

37,000 

Customs  Court 

Salaries  and  expenses . 

155,860 

{9t,900) 

113,000 
{9$,  900) 

113, 000 
{9$,  900) 

113,000 
{9$,  900) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above)—  budget  authoritv 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts  and  Other  Judicial  Services 

Salaries  of  iudges . 

1, 948, 000 
{1,830,000) 

2, 412, 000 
{$,166,000) 

850,000 

850,000 

1,948,000 

{1,830,000) 

2, 412, 000 
{$,  165, 000) 

850,000 

850,000 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above)— budget  authoritv 

Salaries  of  supporting  personnel _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above)— budget  authoritv 

F ees  and  expenses  of  court-appointed  counsel: 

Fiscal  vear  1968 _ 

Fiscal  yeai- 1969 . 

0, 830, 000) 

2, 865, 000 
{$,165,000) 

850,000  .... 
850,000  .... 

0,830,000) 

2, 412, 000 
{$,  166, 000) 

Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses . 

625, 000 
$141,500 

400,000 
$97, 500 
{10, 000) 

(87,500) 

{10,000) 

400,000 
$97, 500 
(10, 000) 

{87, 500) 
{10, 000) 

Administrative  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts 

By  transfer . 

,$97,  600 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority.. . 

By  transfer . 

{87,600) 

(in  nnn\ 

(87, 600) 

Total . 

{97, 500) 

(87,500) 

(87, 600) 

Total,  court  of  appeals,  district  courts,  and  other  judicial  services: 
Fiscal  year  1968 _ _ 

850  000 

* 

850,000 

6, 707, 500 
{10,000) 

{4, 08$,  500) 
{10,000) 

Fiscal  vear  1969 . 

By  transfer . 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority . 

By  transfer . . 

6, 456, 600 
00,000) 

{4, 08$,  500) 
00,000) 

4,884,500 

00,000) 

{4,08$,  500) 
{10,000) 

5, 707, 500 
{10,000) 

{4, 08$,  500) 
{10,000) 

Total . . 

(if  nop  Ann)  • 

{4, 09$,  500) 

{4,09$,  600) 

Total,  the  Judiciary: 

Fiscal  vear  1968 . 

Fiscal  year  1969.. . 

860,000 

6,  639, 360 

10,000 

5, 024,  500 

860,000 

5, 847, 600 

860,000 

5, 847, 500 

Total.. . . . . . 

6,  707,  600 
(10,000) 

{4,176,400) 

{10,000) 

6, 707, 500 
(10, 000) 

{4,175,  m 
{10,000) 

By  transfer . . 

00,000) 

{4,175,400) 

{W,  000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authoritv . . 

By  transfer.. . 

Total . . . 

{4,185,400) 

{4,185,400) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL,  1969  (lI.R.  11400)— Continued 

Comparative  Statement  of  New  Budget  (Obligational)  Authority  Estimates  and  Amounts  Recommended  in  the  Bhx— Continued 
»  TITLE  II — continued 


Version  of  bill 

H.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity  Budget  estimate  House  Senate  Conference 


CHAPTER  X— Continued 


DEPARTMENT  OP  JUSTICE — Continued 
THE  JUDICIARY — Continued 
Customs  Court — Continued 


Total,  chapter  X: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1969 _ _ _ _ _ 

1968 . . . . . . 

Total . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves 

LinUtalion  increase . . 

By  transfer . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . 

Release . . . 

By  transfer . . 

,  Total . . . 


CHAPTER  XI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

S.  Doa  91-18 . Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . . . 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

91-94. .  Salaries  and  expenses.. . . . . . . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves . . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority _ _ _ 

Release  of  reserves . . . . . 

Total . . . . . 


91-50. 


91-50. 


Coast  Guard 

Retired  pay... _ -. _ _ _ _ 

Total,  chapter  XI: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority _ _ 

Release  of  reserves _ ^ . . . 

Total- . . . .^. . . 

CHAPTER  XII 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Bureau  of  the  Pubuc  Debt 

Administering  the  public  debt _ 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves ^ _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority. . . . 

Release  of  reserves _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . 


Secret  Service 

S.  Doc.  91-18 . Salaries  and  expenses - - 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

91-94. . . . Salaries  and  expenses.. . 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above) — budget  authority.. . . 

National  Security  Council 

91-94 . . . Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . 

Total,  Executive  Office  of  the  President . 

Total,  Chapter  XII: 

Now  budget  obligational  authority.. . . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. _ _ 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . 

Release  of  reserves . . . . . 

Tolttl . . . ....• . . . 


$17, 606, 350 
800,000 

$15,  013,  500 
10,000 

$15,  799,  500 
860,000 

$15,  799,  500 
860,000 

18, 466,  350 
(1,701,000) 
(147,000)  .  . 

15, 023, 050 
(1,701,000) 

16, 659,  500 
(1,701,000) 
(147,000) 
(220, 000) 

16,  659,  ,500 
(1,701,000) 
(147, 000) 

.  (220,000) 

(m,000) 

(230,000) 

(8,843,400) 

(1,701,000) 

(10, 000) 

(8,843,400) 

(1,701,000) 

(10, 000) 

(8,843,400) 
(1,701,000) 
(10, 000) 

(8,843,400) 
(1,701,000) 
(10, 000) 

(10, 554, 400) 

(10, 554, 400) 

(10,554,  400) 

(10,554, 400) 

4,634,000  . . . .  2,000,000 


-  298, 000 

(28,000) 

298,000 
(28, 000) 

298,  000 
(28, 000) 

298,000 

(28,000) 

(150, 000) 
(28,000) 

(150, 000) 
(28,000) 

(150, 000) 

(28, 000) 

(150, 000) 
(28, 000) 

(178,000) 

(178,000) 

(178,000) 

(178, 000) 

2, 300,  000 

2,  000, 000 

2, 000,  000 

2, 000,  000 

7, 232,  000 
(28, 000) 

(150, 000) 

(28, 000) 

2, 298, 000 
(28, 000)  \ 

(150, 000) 
(28,000) 

4,  298, 000 
(28, 000) 

(150, 000) 
(28,000) 

2,  298,  000 
(28,  000) 
(150, 000) 
(28,000) 

(178,000)' 

(178, 000) 

(178, 000) 

(178, 000) 

1, 978,  000 
(334, 000) 

1, 978,  000 
(334, 000) 

1, 978,  000 
(334,000) 

1, 978,  000 
(334,000) 

(543, 000) 

(334, 000) 

(543,000) 

(334,000) 

(543,000) 

(334, 000) 

(543, 000) 
(334, 000) 

.  '■  (877,000) 

(877, 000) 

(877, 000) 

(877,000) 

.  470,000  

470,000 

470,  000 

il 

107,000 

(42,000) 

100,000 

(42,000) 

100,000 

(42,000) 

200,000 

200,000 

147,000 

147,  000 

307, 000 

307,000 

247,000 

247,000 

2, 755,  000 
(334,000) 

2, 285,  000 
(334,  000) 

2, 695,  000 
(334, 000 

2, 695,  000 
(334, 000) 

(585, 000) 

(334, 000) 

(585, 000) 

(334, 000) 

(585,000)  ■ 
(334,000) 

(585, 000) 
(334,000) 

(919,000) 

(919, 000) 

(919, 000) 

(919, 000) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL,  1969  (II. R.  11400)— Continued 

CoMP.UiATivE  Statement  ok  New  Budget  (Obeigational)  Authokitv  Estimates  and  Amounts  Recommended  in  the  Bill— Continued 

TITLE  II — continued 


Version  of  bill 

II.  Doc.  No.  Department  or  activity 

Budget  estimate 

House 

Senate 

C  Vniferenc^' 

CHAPTER  XIII 

CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

91-101  and  S.  Doc.  91-18  Claims  and  judgments .  .  . 

and  S.  Doc.  91-22. 

$18. 188, 688 

$16,880, 812 

$18, 188, 688 

$18, 188,  ti88 

Total,  title  II: 

New  budget  authority: 

Fiscal  year  1968. .  .....  . . - . . 

Fiscal  year  1909  - - - - -  - - - 

8,154,900 

1, 844,  516, 038 

7, 178, 000 

1,  358,  736, 312 

8, 154,  900 
1,811,377, 188 

8, 154,  900 

1, 784, 265, 188 

Total _ _ _ _  -  --  - - 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in  limitations . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves _  _  _  . , 

Limitation  increases . 

By  transfer _  _ _ _ _  _ _ 

Liquidation  cash . . 

1, 852,  670,  938 
(104,500,000) 
(BO,  439,000) 
(16,647,000). 
(11,232,000) 
(19,000,000) 

1,  365,  914, 312 
(82,500,000) 
(20,489,000) 

(11,229,000) 

(19,000,000) 

1,819,532,088 
(102, 500,  OOO) 
(20,489,000: 
(21,347,000) 
(23,306,000) 
(19,000,000) 

1, 792,  420, 088 
(92, 500, 000) 
(20,489,000) 
(21,347,000) 
(17, 929, 000) 
(19,000,000) 

Increased  pay  costs  {included  above): 

Budget  authority . . . 

Release  of  reserves . .  . . ...  - 

By  transfer . .  -  -  -  . ..  -  -  - 

(135,378,400) 

(18,589,000) 

(1,386,000) 

(lie,  435, 400) 
(18,589,000) 
(1,383,000) 

(124, 846, 400) 
(18,689,000) 
(3,983,000) 

(124,446,400) 

(18,589,000) 

(2,683,000) 

TOaf..  .  _ 

(155,353,  400) 

(136,407,400) 

(147,418,400) 

(l.',5,  718,  400) 

TITLE  III 

Increased  I’ ay  Costs 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority . . .  .  . 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves. - - -  - - - - - -  . 

By  transfer .  . . .  ..  . . .  --  — ..  —  . 

Limitations  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  expenses.  — . 

1,  464,  734,  3il6 
(59,  510,  000) 
(85,  873,  000) 
(24,  BBS,  000) 

1, 183,  298,  454 
(62, 277, 000) 
(81,  676,  000) 
(22,  BBS,  000) 

1,  368,  137,  556 
(59,  741, 000) 

(87,  916,  000) 

(22,  BBS,  000) 

1,  287,  937,  556 
(59,741,000) 
(84,316,000) 
(22,  BBS,  060) 

TITLE  V 

- 

General  Provisions 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust  funds  fur  p(rsonat  servias 
pursuant  to  sec.  50S  of  bill  (H.  Doc.  91-50)11 _ 

(630,000) 

(630,000) 

(630,000) 

(630,  000) 

RECAPITULATION 

Grand  total,  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  V: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority: 

1968 _ 

11)69 . . . .  -  . . 

8, 154, 900 

4,  806, 150,  434 

7, 178, 000 

3, 776, 034, 766 

8, 154, 900 

4, 451, 514,  744 

8,154,900 

4,  344, 202,  744 

Total . .  .  . . .  .  -  - .  _ 

New  annual  contract  authorizations,  increase  in  limitations  _ _ 

Release  of  Public  Law  90-364  reserves _  _ _ _  . 

By  transfer .  .  . . .  . . .  .  _  _  . 

Liquidation  cask. _ _ ,  _ _ 

Limitations  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  expenses  _ 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust  funds  or  personal  services 
pursuant  to  sec.  602  of  bill . . . . .  . 

4, 814, 305, 334 
(104,  500, 000) 
(79, 999, 000) 
(97, 105, 000) 
(19,  000, 000) 
(40, 870, 000) 

(630, 000) 

3,  783,  212,  766 
(82, 500, 000) 
(82, 766, 000) 
(92, 905, 000) 
(19, 000, 000) 
(22, 223, 000) 

(630, 000) 

4, 459,  669,  644 
(102,  500, 000) 

(80, 230, 000) 
(120, 132, 000) 

(19, 000, 000) 

(43,  570, 000) 

(630, 000) 

4, 352, 357,  644 
(92, 500, 000) 
(80,  230, 000) 
(102, 245, 000) 

(19, 000, 000) 
(43, 570  000) 

(630, 000) 

Increased  pay  costs  (included  abeue): 

Budget  authority . . . . . .  ..  .. 

Release  of  reserves . . . .  .  - 

By  transfer . . . . . .  - 

I/nnitafions  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  expenses . 

Increases  in  limitations  and  transfers  from  trust  funds  for  personal 
services  pursuant  to  sec.  602  of  bill . . .  . 

(I,  600, 112,  790) 
(78,  099,  000) 
(87,  259. 000) 
(24,  BBS,  GOO) 

(630,  000) 

(1, 299,  7SS,  854) 
(SO,  866,  000) 
(83, 069, 000) 
(22,  BBS,  COO) 

(630, 000) 

a,  492,  983,  956) 

(78,  SSO,  000) 

(91,  899,  000) 

(22,  BBS,  000) 

(830,  000) 

(/,  413,383,966) 
(78,  SSO,  OOO) 
(86,999,000) 
(22,  BBS,  000) 

(630,  000) 

Total . . . . .  . 

(1,  790, 323,  796) 

(1,  486,  511,  854) 

(/,  686, 065,  956) 

(1,  600,  666,  966) 

‘  Also  proposes  tlint  .$17,000,000  now  earmarked  for  maintenance  of  real  property  bo 
utilized  tor  the  general  purposes  of  this  appropriation. 

“Also  pi'oposes  that  $1,500,000  now  earmai'kcd  for  maintenance  of  real  property  bo 
utilized  for  the  general  purposes  of  this  appropriation. 

“  Includes  reallocations  under  Department  of  Public  Health  ($111,000),  and  reclassi¬ 
fications  under  Department  of  Sanitary  Engineering  ($252,000). 

‘  To  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Economic  assistance”  appropriations  of  the  Agency 
foi'  International  Development. 


*  To  permit  purchase  of  1  replacement  aircraft  from  availalile  funds  at  an  estimated 

cost  of  $300,000.  . 

®  And  an  additional  $250,000  proposed  to  be  made  available  through  congressional 
action  to  reduce  funds  earmarked  for  planning  grants. 

1  Combined  under  the  heading  “  Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance”  in  the  bill. 

•  Also  language  reducing  by  $800,000  the  amount  to  be  advanced  from  this  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  Small  Business  Administration  for  loan  processing  services. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF 
SENATOR  CANNON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimou^Tonsent  that,  at 
the  conclusion  of  moling  business  on 
tomorrow,  the  diajnnguished  Senator 
from  Nevada  (My  Cannon)  be  recog¬ 
nized. 

The  PRESII^G  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is/o  ordered. 

APPOINT^NTS  AND  PROMOTIONS 
IN  TqE  POST  OFFICE  DEPART¬ 
MENT 

MyVARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
mo^  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 


S.  1583  was  passed  by  the  Senate  on 
July  8. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Bill  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1583)  to 
provide  that  appointments  and  promo¬ 
tions  in  the  Post  Office  Department,  in¬ 
cluding  the  postal  field  service,  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  merit  and  fitness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas.  The  motion  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  be 
authorized  to  request  the  House  to  re- 
tum  the  papera  on  S.  1583  to  the  Senate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeinXto  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  TexasN 

The  motion  was  ag\eed  to. 


ORDER  OF  bus: 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginftk  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of\.  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  ^e  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  tliat 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Calendar  No.  2 1 8 
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11400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  12, 1909 

Ordered  to  lie  on  tlie  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Iiiteiidecl  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  (for  liiiiiself  and  IMr. 
Nelson)  to  H.E.  11400,  an  Act  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  tbe  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1969,  viz: 

1  On  page  16,  line  25,  strike  out  the  figure  “$7,500^000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ‘‘$55,000,000”. 


Arndt.  No.  40 
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91st  congress 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  218 

H.  R.  11400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  16, 1969 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Talmadge  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Cranston,  and  Mr.  Eagleton)  to  H.E.  11400,  an  Act 
making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  The  proposed  section  401  of  the  bill  is  amended  by  strik- 

2  ing  out  ‘‘and’’  in  line  13,  page  71  and  by  striking  the  period 

3  at  the  end  of  line  16,  page  71  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

4  a  semicolon,  the  v^ord  “and,”  and  the  following  new  sub- 

5  section : 

6  “  (4)  the  item  designated  ‘Veterans  benefits  and 

7  services’  in  the  table  appearing  on  page  69  of  the  budget 

8  of  the  United  States  for  the  fiscal  year  1970  (House 

9  Document  Numbered  91-15,  part  I,  Ninety-first  Con- 
10  gress) .” 


Arndt.  No.  42 
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Calendar  No.  2 1 8 

9l8T  CONGEESS  W  W  ^  ^  A 

s“0”  H.  R.  11400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  17, 19G9 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  i)rop()sed  by  ]\rr.  YARnoEOTiriii  (for  himself,  iMr. 
])ROOKE,  ^Ir.  Burdick,  ]\Ir.  Case,  i\rr.  Church,  Mr.  CVit- 
Tox,  Mr.  (/raxstox,  Mr.  FjACI.etox,  Mr.  Goodell,  iMr. 
Gore,  Mr.  Gravel,  Mr.  Harris,  ^fr.  ]Iart,  Mr.  IIol- 
Lix^cs,  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Ixouye,  Mr.  Javits,  iHr.  I\ex- 
XEDY,  Mr.  ]\IcCx\RTHY,  Mr.  iMcGoverx,  iHr.  Metcale, 
iMr.  ^foxDALE,  Mr.  Moxtoya,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Muskie, 
Mr.  Yelsox,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Prouty,  iMr.  BAXDOLrii,  Mr. 
ScinvEiKER,  iMr.  Spoxg,  Mr.  Tydixgs,  Mr.  Willtaims  of 
Xe\Y  Jersey,  and  j^fr.  Youxg  of  Ohio)  to  11. B.  11400,  an 
.Vet  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pnrjioses,  viz: 

1  The  proposed  section  401  (d  the  ])ill  is  amended  (1)  ])y 

2  striking  out  in  lines  19  through  22,  page  71,  (inelnding 

3  amounts  made  available  to  eany  out  jirograms  to  wbi('b  title* 

4  IV  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Amend- 

5  ments  is  apjdicable) (2)  by  striking  “and”  in  line  13, 


Amdt.  No.  44 


1  pao’e  71,  (3)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  16, 

2  page  71,  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the 

3  word  ‘"and”,  (4)  by  inserting  after  line  16,  page  71,  the 

4  following  new  paragraph ; 

5  ''  (4)  the  programs  to  which  title  IV  of  the  Ele- 

6  mentary  and  Secondary  Education  Amendments  of  1967 

7  (Public  Law  90-247)  is  applicable.” 

8  and  (5)  b}^  striking  out  ‘And  (3)”  on  lines  3  and  4,  page 

9  72,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘‘  (3)  and  (4) 
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yisT  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  2 1 8 

H.R.  11400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  IINITEH  STATES 


June  18, 1969 

Ordered  to  lie  on  tlie  table  and  to  be  [)rinted 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Spong  to  II. E.  11400,  an 
Act  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  17,  line  11,  strike  out  ‘bf  19,920,000”  and  in- 

2  sert  in  lieu  thereof  ‘‘$20, 280, 000”. 

3  On  page  18,  line  6,  after  “grants,”  insert  the  following: 

4  “$360,000  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended  and 

5  shall  be  considered  as  interest  earned  on  the  sum  authorized 

6  to  be  appropriated  by  section  108(b)  of  the  District  of 

7  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  (I).C.  Code, 

8  sec.  31-1608)  and  shall  not  lie  considered  as  an  amount 

9  appropriated  under  such  section,”. 

Arndt.  No.  47 


o 

Qj 


(T> 


O 

>-*• 

(T> 


P  00 
(P  CO 


a 


I— t 

p 

rt¬ 


fs 


fP 


P  ~ 
CD  l-j 

o 

W 

--»  l_l 


CO 

Cl 

JO 

fo 

p 


S’ 

CD 

o 

ci  tri 

CB 

CD  O 

HJ  ^ 

’TO 

(-H  CD 

^  g 

o 

“ 

CD  CD 
W 

■  Cl. 
)— <  • 
O 
Of? 


W 

•  Cl. 


O 

O 

-P  cr 

CD 

p 

0  "05 
i-s 

5  ^ 


p 

t»r  cr 

OQ  5^ 

w  & 

c  r* 

^  W 

^  2 
B  !?j 
g  o 

E  o 


> 

PI 

z 

0 

PI 

z 

H 

W 


CO 

M 

Mg 

®  *-3 

^  o 
SPO 

m  ^ 

sg 

O  P3 

^  M 

CM 

OO 


pS 

?8 


J 

3 

a. 

• 

Z 

e 

•(k 

««j 


Z 

o 


tSjS 


00 


Public  Law  91-47 
91st  Congress,  H.  R.  11400 
July  22,  1969 

an3ct 


Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 

and  for  other  purix)ses. 


Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  to  supply  supplemental  appropriations  (this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  “Second  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  1969'- ) 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  .June  30, 1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely : 


TITLE  I 


.  MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 
"  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Military  Personnel,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel,  Armv”, 

$110,000,000. 

Military'  Personnel,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Navy”, 
$21,500,000. 

Military  Personnel,  Air  Force 

For  an  Additional  amount  for  “Military  personnel.  Air  Force”, 
$146,000,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”, 
1^6,310,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine 
Corps”,  $15,390,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Air 
Force”,  $242,700,000. 

PROCUREMENT 

Procurement'  of  Equipment  and  Missiles,  Army 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Procurement  of  equipment  and  mis¬ 
siles,  Army”,  $640,100,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


83  STAT,  49 


Second 
Supplemental 
Appropriations 
Act,  1969. 


STAT.  50 


Pub.  Law  91-47 


-  2  - 


64  Stat,  184, 


61  Sta-t.  922; 
79  Stat.  1271. 
7  use  1100. 


July  22,  1969 

TITLE  II 
CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  “Plant 
and  animal  disease  and  pest  control”,  $1,400,000. 


Extension  Service 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Cooperative  extension  work,  pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses”,  for  “Retirement  and  employees'  compensation 
costs  for  extension  agents”,  $218,000. 


Soil  Conservation  Service 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  prevention”,  $4,000,000  to 
remain  available  until  expended  for  emergency  measures  for  runoff 
retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention,  as  provided  by  section  216  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950  (33  U.S.C.  701  b-1). 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sugar  Act  program”,  $7,500,000. 
Farjiers  Home  Administration 

EMERGENCY  CREDIT  REVOLVING  FUND 


There  may  be  transferred  to  the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  F und 
not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  of  the  unobligated  funds  in  the  Direct  Loan 
Account,  to  be  reimbursed  to  the  Direct  Loan  Account  from  repay¬ 
ments  of  loans  made  from  the  Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 


CHAPTER  II 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
Reserve  Personnel,  Navy 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  pei-sonnel,  Navv”, 
$4,150,000. 

Reserve  Personnel,  Marine  Corps 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reserve  personnel.  Marine  Corps’’, 
$5,450,000. 


I 


-  3  -  Pub.  Law  91-47 

_ 83  STAT.  5], 

Retired  Pay,  Defense 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay,  Defense”,  $175,0(X),000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Navy", 

$20,000,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Marine 
Corps”,  $3,600,000,  and  in  addition,  $500,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  appropriation  “Procurement,  Marine  Corps”. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Army 
National  Guard”,  $10,000,000,  and  in  addition,  $1,500,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  “Research,  Development,  Test,  and 
valuation.  Army”. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operation  and  maintenance.  Air 
National  Guard”,  $8,800,000,  and  in  addition,  $2,000,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  “Other  Procurement,  Air  Force”. 

CHAPTER  III 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Federal  Funds 

federal  payment  to  the  district  of  COLUMBIA 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia”,  for  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

$10,365,000. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”,  $975,- 
00,  of  which  $1,000  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety”,  $10,034,000,  of  which 
$95,000  for  the  Department  of  Corrections  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969,  and  of  which  $528,000  shall  be  payable  from  the 
highway  fund,  and  of  which  $1,302,000  shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  1968. 

EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education”,  $13,931,000. 


j  July  22,  1969 
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July  22,  1969 


83  STAT.  52  ^ 

HEALl-H  AND  WELFARE 

f 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  welfare”,  $111,000.  1 


D.  C.  Code  1- 
904. 


SANITARY  ENGINEERING 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Sanitary  engineering”,  $252,000. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS  ^ 

For  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  approved  by  the  Commis-  < 
sioner  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Febiuary  11,  \ 
1929,  as  amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131),  $50,000.  ' 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Columbia  shall, 
unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be  paid  out  of  the  general  , 
fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  ; 


CHAPTER  IV 


FOREIGN  OPERATIONS  d  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  I 

WELFARE  |! 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service  j 

ASSISTANCE  TO  REFUGEES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  i 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  refugees  in  the  United 
States”,  $2,700,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriations  for  | 
“Economic  Assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969,  of  the  Agency  for  Interna-  [ 
tional  Development,  and,  in  addition,  $35,000  which  shall  be  derived  I 
by  transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”,  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969,  ! 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
International  Financial  Institutions 

SUBSCRIPTION  to  THE  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

For  payment  of  the  first  installment  of  the  United  States  share  of 
the  1969-1971  increase  in  the  resources  of  the  International  Develop^ 
Ante,  p.  10.  ment  Association,  as  authorized  by  law,  $160,000,000,  to  remain  avail  1/ 
able  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  V 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT  i 

t 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  j 

salaries  and  expenses,  telecommunications  j 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  teleconimuni-  I 
cations”,  $500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


1 


-5  - 
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,uly  22,  1969 


FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

DISASl'ER  RELIEF 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Disaster  relief",  $35,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Federal  Trade  Commtssiox 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $600,000  of 
which  $100,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969;  (and 
release  of  $81,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Selective  Service  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,850,000. 
)  Veterans  Administration 

COMPENSATION  AND  PENSIONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  and  pensions”,  $276,- 
600,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


READJUSTMENT  BENEFITS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Readjustment  benefits  ’,  $89,200,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 


MEDICAL  CARE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Medical  care”,  $53,800,000 ;  (and 
release  of  $15,167,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”, 

|12,000,000. 

^  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSIIIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
vear  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section  235  of  the  National 
kousing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  477),  is  increased  by  $45,000,000 
and  the  limitation  on  total  payments  under  those  entered  into  under 
section  236  of  such  Act  (82  Stat.  498)  is  increased  by  $45,000,000. 


83  STAT,  53 
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12  use  1749. 


Post,  p,  83, 


82  Stat.  9  31. 
16  use  79o. 


Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  limitation  on  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational  institutions 
entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended  (82  Stat.  604) ,  is  increased  by  $2,500,000. 

LOW  RENT  RUBLIC  HOUSING  ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS 

For  additional  amounts  for  “Low  rent  public  housing  annual  con-  • 
tributions”,  $7,168,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1968,  and  $16,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969. 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  | 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOURCES  I 

F or  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”/]. 
$10,410,000;  and  in  addition,  $1,803,000  (including  $175,000  reservedly 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  which  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  for  “Water  supply  and  water  pol-  ' 
lution  control”,  fiscal  year  1969;  (and  release  of  $275,000  reserved 
under  “Management  of  lands  and  resources”  pursuant  to  said  section  , 
201). 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  i 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES  ^ 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare  services”,  ' 
$2,781,000. 

RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT  | 

I 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Resources  management”,  $2,700,000,  | 
of  which  $150,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969;  j 
(and  release  of  $426,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  ! 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  I 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conservation”,  to  be^  { 
derived  from  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund”  and  to  remain  i 
available  until  expended  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  pur-  1 
suant  to  section  3(b)(1)  of  the  Act  of  October  2,  1968  (Public  Law  I 
90-545),  $19,000,000.  j 

OFFICE  OF  THE  TERRITORIES  i 

Administration  of  Territories  | 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administration  of  territories”, 
$950,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


July  22,  1969 


-  7  - 


Pub.  Law  91-47 


Geological  Survey 

SURIETS,  INirESTIGATlONS,  AND  RESEARCH 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Surveys,  investigations,  and 
research”,  $2,242,000,  of  which  $300,000  shall  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1970. 

Bureau  of  Mines 

HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Health  and  safety*',  $750,000  to 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1969. 

HELIUM  FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  of  borrowing  authority  for  the  “Helium 
fund”,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

Office  of  Oh.  and  Gas 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $48,000. 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 

PAYMENT  TO  FISHERMEn’s  PROTECTIVE  FUND 

For  payment  to  “Fishermen’s  Protective  Fund”,  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  August  12, 1968  (82  Stat.  729),  $60,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expend^. 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

MANAGEMENT  AND  INVESTIGATIONS  OF  RESOURCES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  investigations  of 
resources”,  $1,353,000,  of  which  $250,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969;  (and  release  of  $139,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $400,000,  to  remain 
-^•ailable  until  expended. 

^  National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  protection”, 
$2,366,000;  (and  release  of  $195,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction”,  $1,103,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 
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76  Stat,  24; 
79  Stat.  75, 
42  use  2572. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Service 


FOREST  FROTECTION  AND  UlTLIZATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Forest  protection  and  utilization”, 
as  follows:  “Forest  land  management”,  $24,374,000,  of  wliicli  $460,000  I 
shall  remain  available  imtil  September  30,  1969;  “Forest  research”,' 
$1,564,000;  and  “State  and  private  forestry  cooperation”,  $124,000:  ^ 
(and  release  of  $1,676,000  reserved  under  “Forest  pi-otection  and  utili-  1 
zation”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

NxVTIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE  l 

HUMANITIES  ! 

Sal4ries  and  Expenses  i 

! 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  equal  to  the 
total  amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of  money,  and  other  prop-  ! 
erty  received  prior  to  September  1, 1969,  by  each  Endowment  under  the  ' 
provisions  of  section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  i 
and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  a  total  o|fji. 
$3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  '  j 

CHAPTER  VII  ' 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR  ' 

I 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security  i 

I 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  AND 

EX-SERVICEMEN  I 

1 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Unemployment  compensation  for 
Federal  employees  and  ex-servicemen”,  $20,000,000.  i 

Manpower  Administration  ' 


IMANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAINING  ACTIVITIES 


For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  102  ! 
of  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962,  as  amended,  ' 
$7,500,000,  to  I'emain  available  until  September  30,  1969.  | 


Wage  and  Labor  Standards 


Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation  I 

employees’ COMPENSATION  CLAIMS  AND  EXPENSES  ! 

1 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Employees’  compensation  claims  and  ^ 
expenses”,  $15,900,000. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Office  of  Edccation 

HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVTITES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational  activities", 
$3,920,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  annual  interest 
grants  authorized  by  section  306  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-575,  approved  October  16,  1968)  : 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  $160,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 :  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  for  annual  interest  grants  authorized  by  section  306 
of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
90-575,  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  grant  to  any 
institution  of  higher  education  unless  such  institution  is  in  full  com¬ 
pliance  with  section  504  of  such  Act. 

Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENEIL\L 
^  COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Comprehensive  health  planning  and 
services”,  $9,186,000,  to  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of 
$292,000  reserved  under  “Comprehensive  health  planning  and  serv¬ 
ices”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) :  Provided,  That 
the  amount  made  available  under  “Comprehensive  health  planning 
and  services”  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
Appropriation  Act,  1969,  for  grants  under  section  314(a)  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  is  reduced  from  “$7,375,000”  to  $7,125,000. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  MEDICAL  FACILITIIS 

For  grants  and  loans  for  nonprofit  private  facilities  pursuant  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  Medical  Facilities  Construction  Act  of  1968 
(Public  Law  90-457),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 

^  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Grants  to  States  for  maintenance 
payments”;  “Grants  to  States  for  medical  assistance”;  and  “Social 
services,  administration,  training,  and  demonstration  projects”;  $651,- 
546,000. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  REPATRIATED  UNITED  STATES  NATIONALS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  for  repatriated  United 
States  nationals”,  $100,000. 
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Social  Security  Adsiinistration 
LIMITATION  ON  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses”, 
Social  Security  Administration,  $21,200,000,  to  be  expended,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  201(g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
from  any  one  or  all  of  the  trust  funds  referred  to  therein. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
SENATE 

For  payment  to  Vide  G.  Bartlett,  widow  of  E.  L.  Bartlett,  late  a 
Senator  from  the  State  of  Alaska,  $30,000. 

The  clerk  hire  allowance  of  each  Senator  from  the  States  of  Illinois 
and  Texas  shall  be  increased  to  that  allowed  Senators  from  States 
having  a  population  of  eleven  million,  the  population  of  said  States 
having  exceeded  eleven  million  inhabitants. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Inquiries  and  Investigations”,  fiscal 
year  1968,  $126,900.  | 

House  of  Representatives 

F or  payment  to  Lelia  Ashton  Everett,  mother  of  Robert  A.  Everett, 
late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Tennessee,  $30,000. 

contingent  expenses 

Miscellaneous  items;  The  limitation  under  this  head,  fiscal  year 
1 969,  on  the  payment  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  in  accordance  with 
section  208  of  the  Act  approved  October  9,  1940  (Public  Law  812),  is 
liereby  increased  by  $36,000. 

Architect  of  the  Capitol 

House  office  buildings :  From  and  after  March  1, 1969,  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  the  Superintendent  of  Garages  shall  be  at  the  basic  annual  rate 
of  $5,270. 

CHAPTER  IX 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL  ( 

Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers— Civil 

FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  COASTAL  EMERGENCIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Flood  control  and  coastal  emergen¬ 
cies”,  $25,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Atomic  Energy  Commission 

PLANT  AND  CAPITAL  EQUIPMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Plant  and  Capital  Equipment”, 

$45,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  admin¬ 
istration”,  $65,000,  of  which  $40,000  shall  remain  available  until  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1969,  and,  in  addition,  $231,000  which  shall  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Law 
Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364,  and  $2,000  which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  Post,  p,  83, 
|he  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Community  Rela¬ 
tions  Service”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal 
activities”,  $1,277,000,  of  which  $101,000  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30,  1969,  and,  in  addition,  $100,000  which  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 

Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $100,000  reserved  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities”  pursuant  to  said 
section  201). 


salaries  and  expenses,  antitrust  division 

For  an  additional  amoimt  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Antitrust 
Division”,  $99,000,  and,  in  addition,  $262,000  which  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 
Law’  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved  under  “Sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses.  Antitrust  Division”  pursuant  to  said  section  201). 

)  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  UNITED  STATES  ATTORNEYS  AND  MARSHALS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses.  United  States 
attorneys  and  marshals”,  $2,505,000  of  which  $162,000  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1969;  (and  release  of  $150,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364). 
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Federal  Prison  System 


SALARIES  and  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  exjienses,  Bureau  of 
Prisons”,  $2,319,000;  (and  release  of  $250,000  reserved  under  this 
Post,  p.  83,  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364). 

SUPPORT  OF  UNITED  STATES  PRISONERS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Support  of  United  States  Prisoners”, 
$2,500,000. 


Bureau  or  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,187,000 
of  which  $737,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1969; 
(and  release  of  $400,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Economic  Development  Assistance  ^ 


OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRA'ITON 

The  amount  required  to  be  advanced  from  “Operations  and  adminis¬ 
tration”  to  the  Small  Business  Administration  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  processing  of  loan  applications  is  hereby  reduced  to 
$1,200,000;  (and  release  of  $116,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 


SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 


82  Stat,  679; 
70A  stat.  108; 
75  Stat.  810. 
10  use  1431- 
1446. 


In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  in  the  appropriation 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  Appropriation  Act, 
1969,  for  retirement  pay  of  commissioned  officers  and  payments  under 
the  Retired  Sei-viceman’s  Family  Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall  be 
available  in  that  appropriation  for  such  expenses. 

Maritime  Administration 


state  marine  schools  ^ 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”,  for  liquida¬ 
tion  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allowances  for  uniforms, 
textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at  State  marine  schools,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
appropriation  for  “Ship  construction”. 
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THE  JUDICIARY 

I 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 

PRINTING  AND  BINDING  SUI’REME  COURT  REPORTS 


83  STAT,  61 


I  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding  Supreme  Court 
I  reports”,  $27,000. 

f  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Printing  and  binding  Supreme  Court 
:  reports”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $10,000. 


Customs  Court 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $113,000. 
Court  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 
JuDiciAi,  Services 


SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 

^For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”,  $1,948,000. 

SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting  personnel”, 
$2,412,000  of  which  $205,000  shall  remain  available  untd  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1969. 

Fees  and  Expenses  of  Court- Appointed  Counsel 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “F ees  and  expenses  of  court-appointed 
counsel”,  fiscal  year  1968,  $850,000. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Fees  and  expenses  of  court- appointed 
counsel”,  fiscal  year  1969,  $850,000. 

TRAn;L  and  miscellaneous  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses”, 
$400,000. 


administrative  office  of  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
\ates  Courts”,  $97,500,  of  which  $10,000  shall  remain  available  until 
■(Beptember  30,  1969,  and,  in  addition,  $10,000  which  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  appropriation  “Expenses  of  referees”,  fiscal  year 
1969. 

CHAPTER  XI 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

(and  release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 

section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364).  Post,  p.  83. 
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Coast  Guard 

RETIRED  PAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Retired  pay”,  $2,000,000. 

CHAPTER  XII 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  op  the  Public  Debt 

ADMINISTERING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administering  the  public  debt’' 
$1,978,000;  (and  release  of  $334,000  reserved  under  this  appropriatioi 
Post,  p.  83.  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

U.S.  Secret  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $470,0^ 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT  ^ 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000. 
National  Security  Council 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $147,000. 

CHAPTER  XIII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  departments  and  • 
agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  rendered  against  the 
United  States  by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  and  United  States.  I 
district  courts,  as  set  forth  in  Senate  Documents  Numbered  18  and  2^ 
and  House  Document  Numbered  101,  Ninety-first  Congress,  $18,181^  i  i 
688,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  interest  i 
(as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments  or  provided  by  law)  and 
such  additional  sums  due  to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  claims  in  foreign  currency :  Provided^  That  no  judg-  j 
ment  herein  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become  final  '  ' 
and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the  parties  to  ' 
appeal  or  otherwise :  Provided  farther,  That  unless  otherwise  specifi¬ 
cally  required  by  law  or  by  judgment,  payment  of  interest  wherever 
appropriated  for  herein  shall  not  continue  for  more  than  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 
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TITLE  III 


INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 


For  additional  amounts  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1969, 
for  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law,  as  follows : 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 


“Compensation  of  the  Vice  President  and  Senators”,  $458,270 ; 
“Salaries,  officers  and  employees”,  $1,647,837 ; 

“Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate”,  $21,905 ; 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate : 

“Senate  policy  committees”,  $27,190 ; 

“Automobiles  and  maintenance”,  $2,180 ; 

“Inquiries  and  investigations”,  $370,640 ;  including  $14,460  for 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations ; 

“F  olding  documents”,  $2,565 ; 

“Miscellaneous  items”,  $169,015,  including  $100,500  for  payment 
to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  in  accordance  with  section  4  of 
Public  I^w  87-82,  approved  July  6, 1961 ; 

House  of  REPKESENTATm:s 


75  Stat.  199. 
40  use  174j-4. 


COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBERS 

Compensation  of  Members,  $1,975,000 ; 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS,  AND  EMPLOYEES 

“Office  of  the  Speaker”,  $4,015 ; 

“Office  of  the  Parliamentarian”,  $12,935 ; 

“Compilation  of  precedents  of  House  of  Representatives”,  $670 ; 
“Office  of  the  Chaplain”,  $1,250 ; 

“Office  of  the  Clerk”,  $110,000 ; 

“Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms”,  $192,000 ; 

“Office  of  the  Doorkeeper”,  $65,000 ; 

“Office  of  the  Postmaster”,  $40,875 ; 

“Committee  employees”,  $400,000 ; 

Special  and  minority  employees : 

“Minority  employees”,  $11,410; 

“House  Democratic  steering  committee”,  $3,760; 

“House  Republican  conference”,  $3,760; 

“Majority  leader”,  $4,800 ; 
w  “Minority  leader”,  $4,005 ; 

“Majority  whip”,  $3,885 ; 

“Minority  whip”,  $3,885 ; 

“Printing  clerks”,  $980; 

“Official  reporters  of  debates”,  $27,000: 

“Official  reporters  to  committees”,  $24,760; 

“Office  of  the  legislative  counsel”,  $25,600; 

Members’  Clerk  Hire 


“Members’  clerk  hire”,  $3,050,000 ; 
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Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 

“Special  and  select  committees’’,  $129,000; 
“Revision  of  laws”,  $1,490; 

“Speaker’s  automobile”,  $665 ; 

“Majority  leader's  automobile”,  $665 ; 

“Minority  leader’s  automobile”,  $665; 

Joint  Items 


Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 


“Joint  Economic  Committee”,  $13,500 ; 

“Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy”,  $17,820 ; 
“ J oint  Committee  on  Printing”,  $12,425 ; 


Contingent  Expenses  of  the  House 
“Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production”,  $7,950; 


Architect  of  the  Capitol 

Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol ;  “Salaries”,  $36,000 ; 

Capitol  buildings  and  grounds :  f 

“Capitol  buildings”,  $74,500;  ' 

“Capitol  grounds’’,  $25,600 ; 

“Senate  office  buildings”,  $174,000; 

“Senate  garage”,  $6,500 ; 

“House  office  buildings”,  $300,000; 

“Capitol  power  plant”,  $27,500 ; 

Library  buildings  and  grounds :  “Structural  and  mechanical  care”. 
$28,000;  ’ 

Botanic  Garden 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $22,500; 


Library  of  Congress 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $579,300 :  Provided,  That  $75,000  of  the 
amount  allocated  for  rental  of  space  under  this  head,  fiscal  year  1969, 
may  be  u^  for  increased  pay  costs ; 

Copyright  Office :  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $109,800 ; 

^gislative  Reference  Service  :  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $170,000, ! 
and  in  addition,  $50,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropria-  ' 
tion  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  distribution  of  catalog  cards ;  ' 

Distribution  of  catalog  cards :  Not  to  exceed  $150,000  of  the  $200  Of^ 
reserve  fund  under  this  head,  fiscal  year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increa^u 
pay  costs ;  i 

Organizing  and  microfilming  the  papers  of  the  Presidents :  “Salaries 
and  expenses”,  $6,000; 

“Collection  and  distribution  of  library  materials  (special  foreign 
currency  program)”,  $9,000; 


Government  Printing  Office 

Office  of  Superintendent  of  Documents :  “Salaries  and  exiienses”, 
$178,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $50,000  of  the  $200,000  reserve 
fund  under  this  head,  fiscal  year  1969,  may  be  used  for  increased  pay 
costs ;  ^ 
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General  Accounting  Office 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,114,000; 

THE  JUDICIARY 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
“Salaries”,  $120,000; 

“Care  of  the  building  and  grounds”,  $15,900 ; 

Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $16,000; 

Court  of  Claims 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $64,000; 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other  Judicial  Services 

“Expenses  of  referees”,  $248,000,  to  be  derived  from  the  “Referees’ 
salary  and  expense  fund”;  ,  . 

“Salaries  of  referees”,  $404,000,  to  be  derived  from  the  “Referees 
Alary  and  expense  fund” ; 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Compensation  of  the  President 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compensation  of  the  President”, 

$44,584; 

Bureau  of  the  Budget 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $50,000;  (and  release  of  $355,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90—364)  I  Pos^j  p«  83* 

^  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000;  (and  release  of  $70,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90—364) ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Telecommunications”;  (Release  of  ^0,W0 
rGSGrv6(i  under  this  tippropricition  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 

Law  90-364) ;  .  ,  •  .  -n.  j  i 

“Civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization  functions  of  federal  agen- 
~Nes”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (Release  of  $28,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negottattons 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $32,000 ; 
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FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

“Administrative  expenses”,  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  $1,500,0(W,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriations  for  ! 
“Economic  assistance”,  fiscal  year  1969 ;  [ 

“Administrative  and  other  expenses”.  Department  of  State,  $75,000, 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriations  for  “Economic  assist¬ 
ance”,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $6,615,000  reserved  under  this 
83.  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-361) ; 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

“Payments  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $81,000  reseiwed  under  tliis,  I 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Extension  Seritce 

“Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses”;  (Relea^iiTj 
of  $135,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  231  '  r 
of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Farmer  Cooper atiit:  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $73,000 ;  ' 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

I 

“Conservation  operations”,  $3,980,000;  (and  release  of  $1,000,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  ' 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  planning”,  $254,000;  (and  release  of  $90,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  ‘ 
90-364) ; 

“River  basin  surveys  and  investigations”,  $306,000;  (and  release  of  , 
$90,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  I 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Watershed  works  of  improvement”,  $688,000;  (and  release  of 
$300,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Flood  prevention”,  $224,000;  (and  release  of  $128,000  reserv^ 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  La\  i  ' 
90-364); 

“Great  Plains  conservation  program”,  $160,000 ;  I 

“Resource  conservation  and  development”,  $111,000;  (and  release  of 
$100,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Economic  Research  Seritce  ! 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $684,000 ;  1 

Statistical  Reporting  Seritce 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $527,000;  i 
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Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

“Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  programs”, 

$2,000,000;  (and  release  of  $600,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  Post,  p,  83. 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) . 

“Special  milk  program”;  (Release  of  $15,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $362,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Cropland  adjustment  program”.  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  fiscal  year  1969;  (and  release  of  $68,000  reserved 
under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $65,000 ; 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

V  “Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”, 

I  $4,108,000  of  which  $1,826,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Crop- 
land  adjustment  program”,  fiscal  year  1969,  $1,560,000,  from  “Crop¬ 
land  conversion  program”,  and  $722,000  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Fund ;  (and  release  of  $551,000  reserved  under  “Expenses, 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service”,  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  I^w  90-364) ; 

Rural  Community  Development  Seritce 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $18,000;  (and  release  of  $9,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $568,000 ; 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $49,000;  (and  release  of  $64,000  reserved 
under  this  appi-opriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Office  of  the  General  Counsfx 
^  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $239,000 ; 

Office  of  Information 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $58,000; 

National  Agricultural  Library 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $40,000;  (and  release  of  $35,(X)0  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Office  of  1VL\nagement  Services 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $116,000;  (and  release  of  $9,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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General  ADMiNisniAnoN  j 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $224,000,  of  which  $36,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Payments  and  expenses”.  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  (and  release  of  $30,000  reserved  under  “Salaries 
and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-304) ; 

Rural  Electrieication  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $624,000;  (and  release  of  $11,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,094,000,  of  which  $13,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 
Agricultural  Research  Service  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364,  $158,000  from  “Payments  and  expenses”.  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service  (including  $44,000  from  the  amount  reserved  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201),  $2,000  from  the  amount  reserved  under 
“Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses”.  Federal 
Extension  Service  pursuant  to  said  section  201,  $150,000  from  “Pay¬ 
ments  to  States  and  possessions”.  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service, 
and  $412,000  from  “Cropland  adjustment  program”,  Agricultural  | 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service;  (and  release  of  $156,000 
reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  said  section  201) ; 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

“Administrative  and  operating  expenses”,  $274,000 ;  (and  release  of 
$97,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
General  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $293,000,  of  which  $75,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Operations  and  administration”.  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  Assistance ; 

Office  of  Business  Economics 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $75,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Operations  and  administration”.  Economic  Development  Assistance ;  j 
(and  release  of  $59,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  tof 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Bureau  of  the  Census 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $567,000 ; 

“1967  economic  censuses”,  $285,000 ; 

Business  and  Defense  Services  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $206,000;  (and  release  of  $36,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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International  Activities 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000;  (and  release  of  $163,000  reserved  -  - - 

under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 

90-364) ;  Post-?,  83 

“Export  control”,  $136,000;  (and  release  of  $60,000  reserved  under  - ’ 

this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Office  of  Field  Services 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $142,000;  (and  release  of  $77,000  reserved 
■  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Enitronmental  Science  Services  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,254,000;  (and  release  of  $786,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Research  and  development”,  $614,000;  (and  release  of  $117,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

^  Patent  Office 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,240,000;  (and  release  of  $321,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

National  Bureau  of  Standards 

“Research  and  technical  services”,  $1,100,000 ; 

Maritime  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  for  administrative  expenses,  $261,000; 

“Maritime  training”,  $100,000.;  (and  release  of  $99,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Foreign  Direct  iNVESiTtfENT  Control 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $173,000 ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— MILITARY 
Military  Personnel 

)  “Military  personnel.  Army”,  $265,000,000 ; 

“Military  personnel.  Navy”,  $170,000,000 ; 

“Military  personnel.  Marine  Corps”,  $45,000,000 ; 

“Military  personnel.  Air  Force”,  $267,600,000; 

“National  Guard  jiersonnel.  Army”,  $16,400,000; 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Army”,  $85,000,000 ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Air  Force”,  $73,000,000; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  Defense  agencies”,  $32,000,000 ; 

“Court  of  Military  Appeals”,  $18,000; 
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departmp:nt  of  defense— civil 

Department  of  the  Army  j 
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CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS CIVIL  ] 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  general”,  $1,731,000,  and  in  addition, 
$1,869,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  | 
“Construction  general”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  ■ 

“General  expenses”,  $1,100,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  . 
amount  reserved  under  “Construction,  general”,  pursuant  to  section  201  | 
of  Public  Law  90-364. 

UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME  ' 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $181,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

The  Panama  Canal 

CANAL  ZONE  GOVERNMENT 

“Operating  expenses”,  $1,085,000  (and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  . 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  La\« 
90-364)  ; 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMPANY  FUND 

“Limitation  on  general  and  administrative  expenses”,  (increase  of 
$130,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and  release  of 
$20,000  reserved  under  this  limitation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,589,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  ' 
(and  release  of  $835,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) : 

Office  of  Education 

“School  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas”,  $16,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Pub- 
lie  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $12,000  reserved^' 
under  “School  assistance  m  federally  affected  areas”  pursuant  to  sec^j 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $694,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $1,123,000  reserved  under  “Salaries 
and  expenses”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Civil  rights  educational  activities”,  $67,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health 
Service,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 
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Public  Health  Service 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SURGEON  GENER.AL 

“Salaries  and  expenses’*,  $307,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $80,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ;  Post,  p,  83. 

HEALTH  MANPOWER 

“Health  manpower  education  and  utilization*’;  (release  of  $201,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Dental  health  activities”;  (release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pumiant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

DISEASE  PREVENTION  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTROL 

“Chronic  diseases”,  $436,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Com¬ 
municable  diseases*’.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and 
release  of  $130,000  reserved  under  “Chronic  diseases”  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364),; 

“Air  pollution” ;  (release  of  $519,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Urban  and  industrial  health” ;  (Release  of  $492,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Radiological  health”,  $407,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 ; 

health  SERVICES 

“Community  health  services”;  (release  of  $590,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Patient  care  and  special  health  services”,  $1,993,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Communicable  diseases”,  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $91,000  reserved  under  “Patient  care 
and  special  health  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Hospital  construction  activities”;  (release  of  $169,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364); 

“Indian  health  activities”,  $2,640,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969: 

(and  release  of  $214,000  reserved  under  “Indian  health  activities”  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

“Biologies  standards*’;  (Release  of  $114,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Regional  medical  programs”;  (Release  of  $67,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Environmental  health  sciences”;  (Release  of  $137,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 
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XATIOXAL  IXSTITUTE  OF  MKXTAL  lIEAI/ni 

‘‘Mental  health  research  and  services”,  $401,000,  to  he  derived  by  ' 
transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support".  Public  - 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $801,000  reser\ed 
under  “Mental  health  research  and  services”  pursuant  to  section  201  ’ 
p,  83.  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital,  Salaries  and  expenses",  $1,984,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource 
support”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 


O’I'HER  PE'BLIC  HEALTO  SERVICE 


“National  health  statistics”;  (Kelease  of  $271,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“National  Library  of  Medicine”;  (Eelease  of  $162,000  reserved 
under  this  apjiropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Social  axd  Rehabilitation  Service 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,234,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Communicable  diseases”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 


Social  Security  Administration 


“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses  (trust  fund)”,  (Increase  of 
$18,147,000  in  the  limitation  on  “Salaries  and  expenses”) ; 


<1 


Special  Institutions 


“Gallaudet  College,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”,  Public 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

“Howard  University,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $401,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Freedmen’s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $291,000,  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public 
Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969  ; 


Office  of  the  Secretary 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $216,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
“Community  mental  health  resource  support”.  Public  Health  Service, 
fiscal  year  1969 :  (and  release  of  $232,000  reserved  under  “Salaries  and^ 
expenses”  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Office  of  Field  Coordination,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $215,000,  to"  1 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  sup-  ! 
port”.  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

“Office  of  the  Comptroller,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of 
$458,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $233,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  sup¬ 
port”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969 :  (and  release  of  $10,000 
reserved  under  “Office  of  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Surplus  property  utilization”,  $57,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Community  mental  health  resource  support”,  Public  Health 
Service,  fiscal  j^ear  1969 ; 


-  25  - 


Pub.  Law  91-47 


83  STAT,  73 


J\ily  22,  1969 


“Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses”,  $56,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  “Community  mental  health  resource  sup¬ 
port”,  Public  Health  Service,  fiscal  year  1969:  (and  release  of  $61,000 
reserved  under  “Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  salaries  and  expenses” 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ;  Post,  p»  83. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,407,000;  (and  release  of  $387,000 
reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Metropolitan  Development 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $280,000;  (and  release  of  $73,000  reserved 
on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

Demonstrations  and  Intergovernmental  Relations 

[3  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $66,000;  and,  in  addition,  $171,000  (includ- 
$34,000  reserved  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) 
lobe  derived  by  transfer  from  “Model  cities  projrrams”;  (and  release 
of  $15,000  reserved  on  account  of  “Salaries  and  expenses”.  Demon¬ 
strations  and  Interffovernmental  Relations  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Urban  Research  and  Technology”,  (Release  of  $6,000  reserved  on 
account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Departmental  Management 

“General  administration”,  $230,000 ;  (and  release  of  $51,000  reserved 
on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Regional  management  and  services”,  $278,000;  (and  release  of 
$80,000  reserved  on  account  of  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Mortgage  Credit 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  non-administrative  exjwnses, 

—Federal  housing  administration”;  (Increase  of  $465,000  in  the  limita- 
^on  on  administrative  exjienses  and  increase  of  $1,000,000  in  the  lim- 
Ration  on  non-administrative  expenses)  ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

“Education  and  welfare  services”,  $2,843,000;  (and  release  of  $415,- 
000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  90-364) ; 

“Construction”,  (Release  of  $39,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Road  construction  (liquidation  of  contract  authorization)”,  (Re¬ 
lease  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 
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“General  administrative  expenses”,  $246,000,  to  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  “Water  supply  and  water  pollution  control”,  fiscal  year  1969; 

“Operation  and  maintenance,  Indian  irrigation  systems”;  (Kelease 
of  $117,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 


Post.  D.  83,  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

O-tTCsf  iitTrtOi  T 1 


“Power  systems,  Indian  irrigation  projects”;  (Release  of  $39,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364)  ; 

“Indian  moneys,  proceeds  of  labor,  agencies,  schools,  etc.”;  (Release 
of  $40,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Tribal  funds”;  (Release  of  $48,000  reserved  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 


Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreatiox 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $175,000; 

Bureau  of  Mines 


“Conservation  and  development  of  mineral  resources”,  $750,000; 
and  $433,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Solid  waste  disposal”;  II 
“Health  and  safety”,  $347,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Solii 
waste  disposal” ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $70,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  “Solid  waste  disposal” ; 


Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries 


“Management  and  investigations  of  resources”,  $628,000;  (and 
release  of  $59,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Federal  aid  for  commercial  fisheries  research  and  development”, 

$8,000; 

“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”,  $7,000 ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $45,000; 

“Administration  of  Pribilof  Islands”,  $20,000 ; 

“Promote  and  develop  fishery  products  and  research  pertaining  to 
American  fisheries”;  (Release  of  $10,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ;  1 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  fisheries  loan  fund”,  j 
(Increase  of  $13,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses)  ;  i 


Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 


“Anadromous  and  Great  Lakes  fisheries  conservation”,  $9,00(1 
Avhich  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  und^ 
“Saline  water  conversion”,  fiscal  year  1969,  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364 ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $78,000;  and  in  addition  $4,000 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance”.  Southw  estern  Power  Administration,  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364 ; 


National  Park  Service 


Mamtenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities”,  $668,000; 
(and  release  of  $115,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $186,000 ; 

“Preservation  of  historic  properties”,  $21,000; 


Bitreau  of  Reclamatiox 


“General  investigations”,  $371,000 ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $630,000 ; 

“General  administrative  expenses”,  $450,000 ; 

BONNEV^L.LE  PoWER  ADMINISTRATION 

“Construction”;  (Release  of  $998,000  reserved  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”;  (Release  of  $643,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Construction  of  electric  transmission  lines  and  substations,  contri¬ 
butions,  Bonneville  Power  Project” ;  (Release  of  $1,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $298,000; 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
rv  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $454,000; 

Office  of  Water  Resources  Research 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $31,000; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  Community  Relations  Service” ;  (Release  of 
$88,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $9,220,000; 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,276,000;  (and  release  of  $270,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

^  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of  $57,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Manpower  Administration 

“Manpower  Development  and  Training  Activities”;  (Release  of 
$92,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Office  of  Manpower  Administrator,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Re¬ 
lease  of  $313,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 
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“Bureau  of  Ap2>renticesliip  and  Trainin*;,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
$363, OCX),  of  which  $213,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  $142,000  by 
transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Emiiloyment 
Security,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201,  and 
$8,000,  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Manpower  De- 
veloinnent  and  Training  Activities”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201; 
(and  relea,se  of  $50,000  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
and  Training,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201) ; 

“Bureau  of  Jlmployment  Security,  salaries  and  expenses”,  (Increase 
of  $865,000  in  the  amount  available  for  administrative  expenses  and 
release  of  $125,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Labor-Management  Relations 


“Labor-Management  Services  Administration,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  (Release  of  $448,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
fmrsuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 


Wage  and  Labor  Standards 

WAGE  AND  LABOR  STANDARDS  ADMINISTRATION 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $152,000,  of  which  $100,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour  Divi¬ 
sion,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  L^w 
90-364,  and  $52,000  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  imder 
“Labor  Management  Services  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”, 
pursuant  to  section  201 ;  (and  release  of  $120,000  reserved  under  “Wage 
and  Labor  Standards  Administration,  salaries  and  exjienses”,  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section  201 ) ; 

“Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”;  (Release  of 
$992,000  reserved  under  this  approiiriation  imrsuant  to  section  201 
of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $180,000,  of  which  $87,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Office  of  the  Manpower 
Administrator,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $7()0,000  reserved  under  “Bureau 
of  I^abor  Statistics,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section 
201);  . 

Bureau  of  Intfbnational  Labor  Affairs  ^ 

“Salaries  and  exMnses”,  $14,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  fiom  j| 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  i 
of  $60,000  reserved  under  “Bureau  of  International  Labor  Affairs, 
salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201 )  ; 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $21,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364;  (and 
release  of  $200,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  the  Solicitor,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201) ; 
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“SalariP3  and  expenses”,  $121,000,  to  be  derived  bj-  transfer  from 
the  amouiit  reserved  under  “Wage  and  Hour  Division,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  I^w  90-364;  (and  release  Post,  p.  83, 
of  $110,000  reserved  under  “Office  of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and 
expenses”,  pursuant  to  said  section  201 ) ; 

“Federal  contract  compliance  and  civil  rights  program,”  $39,000, 

I  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amount  reserved  under  “Wage  and 
Hour  Division,  salaries  and  expenses”,  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364;  (and  release  of  $3,000  reserved  under  “Federal 
Contract  Compliance  and  Civil  Rights  Program”,  pursuant  to  said 
section  201) ; 

POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 


(Out  of  Postal  Fund) 

“Administration  and  regional  operations”;  (Release  of  $2,107,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law  90-364) ; 

“Research,  development,  and  engineering”,  $500,000 ; 

“Operations”,  $195,071,000,  and,  in  addition,  $62,000,000  to  be 
l^rived  by  transfer  from  “Transportation”,  fiscal  year  1969 ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $6,787,000j  and,  in  addition,  $750,000  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Chamizal  settlement”.  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United  States  and  Mexico,  and 
$83,000  from  “Rama  Road,  Nicaragua”; 

International  Organizations  and  Conferences 

“Missions  to  international  organizations”,  $153,000; 


International  Commissions 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United  States  and 
Mexico : 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $43,000 ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance”,  $29,000 ; 

“American  sections,  international  commissions”,  $19,000 ; 

^  Educational  Exchange 

“Mutual  educational  and  cultural  exchange  activities”,  $425,000 ; 

Other 

“^kligration  and  refugee  assistance”,  $26,000 ; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $100,000 ; 
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Coast  Guard 


“Operating  expenses”,  $9,500,000;  (and  release  of  $82,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
Post,  p,  8  3,  90—364) ; 

“Acquisition,  construction  and  improvements”;  (Release  of  $51,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
Law’  90-364)  ; 

“Reserve  training”,  $900,000;  (and  release  of  $40,000  reserved  under 
this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 


Federal  Aviation  Administration 


“Operations”,  $30,400,000 ; 

“Operation  and  maintenance.  National  Capital  airports”,  $220,000; 
Federal  Highway  Administration 


“Highway  beautification”,  $64,000; 

“Motor  carrier  safety”,  $68,000;  (and  release  of  $22,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  jiursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  ^ 

“Limitation  on  general  expenses”,  (increase  of  $875,000  in  the  limi¬ 
tation  on  administrative  expenses;  and  release  of  $641,000  reserved  l| 
under  this  limitation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law’  90-364) ; 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”;  (release  of  $35,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Bureau  of  railroad  safety”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of  $83,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  > 
Law  90-364)  ; 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $257,000;  (and  release  of  $134,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ; 

Bureau  of  Customs 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $2,637,000;  (and  release  of  $1,550,000 
reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Publi/ 
Law  90-364);  V 

Bureau  of  the  Mint 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000; 


Internal  Revenue  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $425,000;  (and  release  of  $564,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

“Revenue  accounting  and  processing”,  $4,500,000; 

“Compliance”,  $2,800,000;  (and  release  of  $20,360,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90—364) ; 


Jvily  22,  1969 


-  31  - 


Pub.  Law  91-47 


83  STAT.  79 


Office  of  the  Treasurer 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $167,000;  (and  release  of  $85,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 


90-364); 
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United  States  Secret  Service 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,338,000; 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

“Operating  expenses.  Public  Buildings  Service”,  $3,671,000;  (and 
release  of  $677,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Operating  expenses.  National  Archives  and  Records  Service”, 
$300,000;  (and  release  of  $95,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation 
pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Operating  expenses.  Transportation  and  Communications  Seiwice” ; 
(Release  of  $5,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
j  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Operating  expenses.  Property  Management  and  Disposal  Serince” ; 
(Release  of  $38,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to 
rNction  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

|^)“Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  01  Administrator”,  $119,000 ; 

“Administrative  operations  fund”;  (Release  of  $107,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 

“Medical  and  prosthetic  research”,  $1,168,000;  (and  release  of 
$362,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of 
Public  Law  90-364)  ; 

“Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  expenses”, 
$589,000; 


OTHER  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
American  Battle  Monuments  Commission 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $33,000 ; 

Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
“Arms  control  and  disarmament  activities”,  (Release  of  $15,000 


reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public 
iw  90-364) ; 


Cr\iL  Aeronautics  Board 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000 ; 

Civil  Service  Commission 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,364,000;  (and  release  of  $89,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364) ; 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 


“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $370,000; 
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Farm  Credit  Administration 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses”,  (increase  of  $97,000  ir 
the  limitation  on  administi  ative  expenses) ; 

i 

Federal  Communications  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $970,000;  (and  release  of  $16,000  reserved 
_  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
Post,  P,  83.  '  ”  90-364)  ; 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 

“Limitation  on  administrative  and  nonadministrative  expenses”. 
(Increase  of  $115,000  in  the  limitation  on  administrative  expenses  and 
release  of  $102,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

“Limitation  on  administrative  expenses.  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
Insurance  Corporation”,  (Release  of  $4,000  reserved  under  this  ap¬ 
propriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Federal  Maritime  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $90,000;  (and  release  of  $76,000  reserved, 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Lain  j 
90-364) ;  ^  ’ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $125,000;  (and  release  of  $8,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364); 

Federal  Power  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $778,000; 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $41,000; 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $818,000;  (and  release  of  $382,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90- 
364) ; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $30,000;  (and  release  of  $20,000  reservd^l 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-  1 
364) ; 

National  Commission  on  Product  Safety 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $25,000 ;  i 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $400,000;  (and  release  of  $848,000  reserved  ^ 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364)  ;  i 
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Railroad  Retirement  Board 

“Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses”,  (Increase  of  $516,000  in  the 
mitation  on  administrative  expenses) ; 

Renegotiation  Board 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $140,000; 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $594,000;  (and  release  of  $299,000  reserved 
inder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Lavr 
)0-364) ;  Post,  p,  83. 

Smau.  Business  Administration 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000 ;  (and  release  of  $265,000  reserved 
inder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
)0-364); 

Smithsonian  Institution 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $695,000;  (and  release  of  $125,000  reserved 

Dder  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
-364) ; 

“Salaries  and  expenses.  National  Gallery  of  Art”,  $30,000;  (and 
release  of  $23,000  reserved  under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Tariff  Commission 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  (release  of  $53,000  reserved  under  this 
appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law  90-364) ; 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $86,000;  (and  release  of  $T7,000  reserved 
under  this  appropriation  pursuant  to  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-^64) ; 

United  States  Information  Agency 

“Salaries  and  expenses”,  $3,500,000; 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

^  (Out  of  District  of  Columbia  Funds) 

i-'“Parks  and  recreation”,  $322,000 ; 

“Health  and  welfare”,  $2,437,000; 

“Highways  and  traffic”,  $163,000,  of  which  $140,000  shall  be  pay¬ 
able  from  the  highway  fund; 

“Sanitary  engineering”,  $227,000,  of  which  $99,000  shall  be  payable 
from  the  water  fund,  $64,000  from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund, 
and  $1,000  from  the  metropolitan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund ; 

“Personal  services,  wage-board  employees”,  $3,179,000,  of  which 
$200,300  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway  fund,  $184,000  from  the 
water  fund,  $169,000  from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund,  and  $2,000 
from  the  metropolitan  area  sanitary  sewage  works  fund. 

Division  of  Expenses 

The  sums  appropriated  in  this  title  for  the  District  of  Columbia 

sliall,  unless  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  be  paid  out  of  the 

<reneral  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

& 
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Pub.  Law  91-47  -  34  -  July  22,  196'  i 

TITLJ:  IV 

LIMITATION  ON  FISCAL  YEAR  1970  BUDGET  OUTLAYS 

Sec.  401.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  o 
the  Federal  Government  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970  i 
shall  not  exceed  $191,900,000,000:  Provided,  That  whenever  action,  o:'| 
inaction,  by  the  Congress  on  requests  for  appropriations  and  otheil 
budgetary  proposals  varies  from  the  President's  recommendations  re  : 
fleeted  in  the  “Review  of  the  1970  Budget”  appearing  on  pages  E2993-'  | 
2996  of  the  Congressional  Record  of  April  16,  1969,  the  Director  oi'  i 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and  to  thiil 
Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  of  such  action  or  inaction  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays),  and  the  limitation  set  fort! 
herein  shall  be  correspondingly  adjusted:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  President  and' 
to  the  Congress  his  estimate  of  the  effect  on  expenditures  and  net'' 
lending  (budget  outlays)  of  other  actions  by  the  Congress  (whether 
initiated  by  the  President  or  the  Congress)  and  the  limitation  set  forth 
herein  shall  be  correspondingly  adjusted:  Provided  further.  That  net' 
congressional  actions  or  inactions  affecting  expenditures  and  net  lend  ! 
ms  reflected  in  the  “Review  of  the  1970  Budget”  shall  not  serve  to 
reduce  the  foregoing  limitation  of  $191,900,000,000  unless  and  imiH 
such  actions  or  inactions  result  in  a  net  reduction  of  $l,000,000,0l  I 
below  total  expenditures  and  net  lending  estimated  for  1970  in  the 
“Review  of  the  1970  Budget”.  ; 

(b)(1)  In  the  event  the  President  shall  estimate  and  determine  that 
expenditures  and  net  lending  (budget  outlays)  during  the  fiscal  year' 
1970  for  the  following  items  (the  expenditures  for  which  arise  under 
appropriations  or  other  authority  not  requiring  annual  action  by  the ' 
Congress)  appearing  on  page  16  of  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year ! 
(H.  Doc.  91-15,  part  1,  Ninety-first  Congress),  namely:  ' 

(i)  items  designated  “Social  security.  Medicare,  and  other  ' 

social  insurance  trust  funds” ;  ' 

(ii)  the  appropriation  “National  service  life  insurance  (trust '' 
fund)”  included  in  the  items  designated  “Veterans  pensions,  com-  , 
pensation,  and  insurance”; 

(iii)  the  item  “Interest”;  and  | 

(iv)  the  item  “Farm  price  supports  (Commodity  Credit  | 
Corporation)” 

will  exceed  the  estimates  included  for  such  items  in  the  “Review  of  the  ' 
1970  Budget”  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  hereof,  the  President  may, 
after  notification  in  writing  to  the  Congress  stating  his  reasons  there¬ 
for,  adjust  accordingly  the  amount  of  the  overall  limitation  provided  j 
in  subsection  (a). 

(2)  In  the  event  the  President  shall  estimate  and  determine  that  ' 
receipts  (credited  against  expenditures  and  net  lending)  during  the  ! 
fiscal  year  1970  derived  from :  ' 

(i)  sales  of  financial  assets  of  programs  administered  by  the  1 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  Export-Import  Bank,  agencies 
of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration,  and  the  Small  Business  Administration ; 
and 

(ii)  leases  of  lands  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  will  be  less 
than  the  estimates  included  for  such  items  in  the  “Review  of  the 
1970  Budget”  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  hereof,  the  President  ; 
may,  after  notification  in  writing  to  the  Congress  stating  his 
reasons  therefor,  adjust  accordingly  the  amount  of  the  overall 
limitation  provided  in  subsection  (a) . 
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I  (3)  The  aggregate  amomit  of  the  adjustments  made  pursuant 
to  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

I  (c)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  report  periodi- 
j  cally  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  the  operation  of  this 
r  section.  The  first  such  report  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  the  first  month 
■  which  begins  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act;  subsequent  reports 
shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  month  during  the  first  session 
of  the  Ninety-first  Congress,  and  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter 
thereafter. 

TITLE  V 


Reports  to 
President  and 
Congress. 


I  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

*  Sec.  501.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
'  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
'  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

i  Sec.  502.  Except  where  specifically  increased  or  decreased  elsewhere  Personal  service 
'ill  this  Act,  the  restrictions  contained  within  appropriations,  or  pro-  expenditures, 
j  visions  affecting  appropriations  or  other  funds,  available  during  the  increase. 

J  fiscal  year  1969,  limiting  the  amounts  which  may  be  expended  for 

n personal  services,  or  for  purposes  involving  personal  services,  or 
pnounts  which  may  be  transferred  between  appropriations  or  author- 
zations  available  for  or  involving  such  services,  are  hereby  increased 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased  pay  costs  authorized  by  or 
pursuant  to  law. 

Sec.  503.  Section  201  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  Repeal, 
of  1968  (Public  Law  90-364,  approved  June  28,  1968),  is  hereby  82  stat.  270. 
repealed.  5  use  3101  note. 

Sec.  504.  Funds  appropriated,  or  otherwise  made  available,  by  this 
Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1969,  shall  remain  available  for  obligation 
until  July  1,  1969,  or  for  five  days  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act,  whichever  is  later,  unless  a  longer  period  is  specifically  provided : 

Provided^  That  all  obligations  incurred  in  anticipation  of  such  appro¬ 
priations  and  authority  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  as  well  as  those  for 
longer  periods  as  set  forth  herein  are  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Approved  July  22,  1969. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY: 


HOUSE  REPORTS:  No.  91-252  (Comm,  on  Appropriations)  and  No.  91-356 
(Comm.  of  Conference). 

SENATE  REPORT  No.  91-228  (Corran.  on  Appropriations). 

CONGRESSIONAL  .RECORD,  Vol.  115  (1969): 

May  20,21s  Considered  and  passed  House. 

1  June  16-19:  Considered  and  passed  Senate,  amended, 

July  9s  House  and  Senate  agreed  to  conference 
report. 
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IMME DLA  TE  R ELE/  3E 


JULY  22,  1969 


Office  of  the  White  House  Press  Secretary 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
ST/.TEMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


I  have  today  signed  into  law  the  final  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30.  In  addition  to  providing  budget 
authority  for  the  operation  of  the  Federal  Government,  the  measure 
removes  a  restriction  that  had  been  placed  on  federal  hiring  by  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  iVct  of  1968. 

Written  into  the  law  is  another  ceiling  --on  federal  spending  during 
the  fiscal  year  1970,  the  one  we  have  just  entered.  This  new  ceiling  is 
set  at  $191.  9  billion  --  one  billion  dollars  below  my  own  fiscal  1970 
expenditure  recommendations  of  last  April. 

However,  the  Congress  has  made  this  new  ceiling  somewhat  flexible. 

There  are  a  number  of  categories  in  the  federal  budget  --  such  as 
medicare,  interest  on  the  public  debt,  social  insurance  benefits  and 
farm  price  supports  --  where  costs  can  rise  without  new  appropriation 
action.  Congress  has  determined  that  increases  in  these  items  -- 
up  to  $2  billion  --  will  be  exempt  from  the  $191.  9  billion  ceiling. 

There  are  other  outlays  such  as  military  expenditures  in  Southeast  A  sia, 
public  assistance,  medicaid  benefits  and  veterans  benefits,  where  it  is 
also  very  difficult  to  budget  a  precise  figure.  Any  additional  appropriations 
the  Congress  votes  in  these  categories  --  above  our  1970  revised 
budget  estimsates  --  will  result  in  an  upward  adjustment  of  that 
$191.  9  billion  ceiling. 

There  is  another  aspect  to  the  proposal.  If,  after  voting  this  new 
lower  ceiling.  Congress  fails  to  cut  the  budget  to  fit  under  it,  the 
President  must  take  over  and  finish  the  job.  Cn  the  other  hand,  if 
Congress  should  cut  the  budget  below  $191.9  billion  --  that  new  lower 
figure  automatically  becomes  a  new  ceiling.  The  latter  hypothesis 
does  not  appear  at  this  point  to  be  a  strong  probability. 

In  making  the  new  ceiling  somewhat  flexible,  the  Congress  has  acted 
wisely.  However,  the  new  ceiling  will  be  of  little  help  in  keeping  federal 
spending  under  control  if  the  Congress  that  imposed  it  does  not  cooperate 
fully  with  the  Administration  in  meeting  it. 

Last  April  I  presented  a  revised  1970  budget  to  the  Congress.  That 
budget  contained  specific  reductions  totaling  $4,  000,  000,  000  from  the 
budget  left  by  the  previous  A^dministration.  It  brought  the  proposed 
federal  spending  figure  for  this  fiscal  year  down  to  $192.  9  billion,  a 
figure  I  still  believe  reflects  a  responsible  fiscal  policy  in  our  highly 
inflationary  environment.  If  we  hold  the  line  on  that  spending  figure, 
as  I  intend  to,  and  if  the  requisite  revenues  are  provided,  this  fiscal 
year  will  produce  the  kind  of  budget  surplus  needed  to  cool  off  an 
economy  that  was  dangerously  overheated  before  we  assumed  office. 

Three  months  have  passed  since  the  Administration's  revised  budget 
was  sent  to  the  Congress.  We  are  already  three  weeks  into  the  1970 
fiscal  year  —  and  the  Congress  has  not  completed  its  action  on  a  single 
regular  1970  appropriations  bill.  It  seems  apparent  that  it  will  not  be 
known  until  the  late  fall  just  how  much  of  a  contrioution  the  Congress 
intends  to  make  toward  meeting  the  spending  ceiling  Congress  itself 
has  imposed. 
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In  the  meantime,  since  April,  the  budget  picture  has  worsened.  We 
now  anticipate  further  increases  of  approximately  $2.  5  billion  in 
expenditure  for  such  uncontrollable  items  as  interest  on  the  public 
debt,  medicare,  social  security,  civil  service  retirement  benefits, 
reduced  receipts  from  off-shore  oil  leases,  public  assistance,  and 
veterans'  benefits. 

In  addition,  Congressional  action  to  date  has  been  inconsistent  with 
a  number  of  my  proposals  in  April.  For  example.  Congress  has  not 
acted  on  my  recommendation  for  a  postal  rate  increase  to  be  effective 
July  1.  Nor  has  it  terminated  the  special  milk  and  agricultural 
conservation  programs  as  I  recommended.  Instead  of  reducing  aid 
to  schools  in  impacted  areas,  it  is  moving  to  increase  such  aid.  These, 
and  similar  actions,  could  add  at  least  another  billion  dollars  net  to 
Federal  spending  in  1970. 

Thus  our  current  estimate  of  fiscal  1970  spending  has  risen  to  $196.4 
billion  even  though  we  in  the  A.dministration  have  done  nothing  in  the 
way  of  discretionary  action  to  add  to  our  earlier  $192.  9  billion  estimate. 

Given  our  commitment  to  hold  Federal  spending  to  the  April  figure  of 
$192.  9  billion  there  is  only  one  course  of  action  open  to  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  we  are  taking  it.  I  am  directing  the  heads  of  all  Departments 
and  agencies  to  reduce  spending  in  the  fiscal  year  just  begun  by  an 
additional  $3.  5  billion,  the  amount  necessary  to  bring  current 
estimates  back  in  line  with  the  $192.  9  billion  target  figurewe  set  in 
April. 

No  federal  program,  is  above  scrutiny.  Some  highly  desirable  programs 
will  have  to  be  stretched  out  --  others  reduced.  The  dollar  reductions 
will  be  accompanied  by  a  further  lowering  of  the  personnel  ceilings 
established  last  April. 

I  know  the  Congress  shares  my  determination  to  m.ake  the  budget  an 
effective  instrument  against  the  inflation  that  has  wrought  so  much 
damage  to  the  income  and  savings  of  millions  of  Americans.  If  the 
Congress  did  not  share  that  commitment,  it  would  not  have  imposed 
this  spending  ceiling.  However,  this  general  expression  of  support 
for  fiscal  restraint  must  now  be  matched  by  specific  acts  of  the 
Congress. 

The  Congress  should  also  recognize  that  if  it  approves  further  increases 
above  the  April  Budget  estimates,  we  cannot  live  within  the  $192.  9 
billion  figure  unless  more  off- setting  cuts  are  made. 

I  would  prefer  that  the  Congress  make  these  off- setting  cuts  in 
programs  it  considers  of  lesser  priority,  if  it  votes  increases  over 
my  April  budget  for  activities  it  considers  essential.  If  it  does 
not  do  so,  the  duty  of  making  such  cuts  clearly  becomes  mine. 


